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tribute to  the  conviction  that  history  is  to  be  studied  as  a  whole,  and  according 
to  its  philosophical  divisions,  not  such  as  merely  geographical  and  chronological ; 
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citizen." — Arnold,  Preface  to  Thucydides,  vol.  iii. 
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PREFACE 

TO   THE  SECOND   EDITION. 


In  this  second  edition  I  have  added  two  pieces,  written 
since  the  yolume  first  appeared,  which  deal  with  matters 
kindred  with  the  general  subject  of  the  series.  One  of 
these  papers,  "  Professor  Geddes  on  the  Homeric  Problem," 
I  have  reprinted  as  an  Appendix  to  the  Essay  on  Mr.  Glad- 
stone's Homer.  In  it  I  wish  very  distinctly  to  call  attention 
to  the  views  of  the  Aberdeen  Professor,  without  as  vet 
pledging  myself  either  to  accept  or  to  reject  them.  The 
other,  on  "  the  Primasval  Archaeology  of  Pome,"  appears 
as  a  distinct  Essay.  It  consists  of  such  parts  of  an  article 
so  headed,  the  fruit  of  my  first  visit  to  Rome  in  1873,  as 
did  not  consist  of  mere  temporary  criticism.  In  both  of 
these  pieces,  subjects  already  treated  of  in  the  series  are 
treated  of  again,  to  some  extent  from  new  lights.  I  have 
therefore  cut  out  some  parts  of  the  Essay  on  Mommsen's 
History  of  Rome.  In  the  other  Essays  I  have  done  little 
more  than  add  and  strike  out  a  few  notes  and  make  a  few 
verbal  improvements. 

The  publication  of  my  Third  Series  of  Essays  last  year 
fills  up  the  gap  between  this  and  the  First  Series.  The 
essays  on  Imperial  subjects,  if  read  in  the  order,  Second, 
Third,  First,  now  form  a  nearly  continuous  series. 

SOMERLEAZE,    WeLLS, 

A^rll  8</i,  1880. 


PREFACE 

TO   THE   FIKST   EDITION. 


The  present  collection  is  that  which  was  spoken  of  in  the 
Preface  to  the  second  edition  of  my  former  series  of  Essays. 
The  Essays  now  reprinted  chiefly  relate  to  earlier  periods  of 
history  than  those  which  were  dealt  with  in  the  former  volume 
— to  the  times  commonly  known  as  '  ancient '  or  '  classical.' 
I  need  hardly  say  that  to  me  those  names  simply  mark 
convenient  halting-places  in  the  one  continuous  history  ot 
European  civilization.  They  mark  the  time  when  political 
life  was  confined  to  the  two  great  Mediterranean  peninsulas, 
and  when  the  Teutonic  and  Slavonic  races  had  as  yet  hardly 
shown  themselves  on  the  field  of  history.  I  should  be  well 
pleased  some  day  to  connect  the  two  series  by  a  third,  which 
might  deal  with  the  intermediate  times,  with  those  times 
which  I  look  on  as  the  true  Middle  Ages,  the  times  when  the 
Roman  and  Teutonic  elements  of  modern  Europe  stood  side 
by  side,  and  had  not  yet  been  worked  together  into  a  third 
thing  distinct  from  either. 

In  reprinting  these  Essays,  I  have  followed  nearly  the 
same  course  which  I  followed  in  the  former  series.  As  most 
of  them  were  written  before  those  which  appeared  in  my 
former  series,  they  have,  on  the  whole,  needed  a  greater 
amount  of  revision,  and  a  greater  number  of  notes  to  point 
out  the  times  and  circumstances  under  which  they  were 
written.  In  the  process  of  revision  I  have  found  myself  able 
to  do  very  much  in  the  way  of  improving  and  simplifying 
the  style.     In  almost  every  page  I  have  found  it  easy  to  put 
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some  plain  English  word,  about  whose  meaning-  there  can  be 
no  doubt,  instead  of  those  needless  French  or  Latin  words 
which  are  thought  to  add  dignity  to  style,  but  which  in  truth 
only  add  vagueness.  I  am  in  no  way  ashamed  to  find  that  I 
can  write  purer  and  clearer  English  now  than  I  did  fourteen 
or  fifteen  years  back ;  and  I  think  it  well  to  mention  the 
fact  for  the  encouragement  of  younger  writers.  The  common 
temptation  of  beginners  is  to  write  in  what  they  think  a 
more  elevated  fashion.  It  needs  some  years  of  practice 
before  a  man  fully  takes  in  the  truth  that,  for  real  strength 
and  above  all  for  real  clearness,  there  is  nothing  like  the  old 
English  speech  of  our  fathers. 

All  the  Essays  in  this  volume,  except  the  first,  were 
written  as  reviews.  When  the  critical  part  of  the  article 
took  the  shape  of  discussion,  whether  leading  to  agreement 
or  to  difference,  of  the  works  of  real  scholars  like  Bishop 
Thirlwall,  Mr.  Grote,  and  Dr.  Merivale,  I  have  let  it  stand 
pretty  much  as  it  was  first  written.  But  the  parts  which 
were  given  to  pointing  out  the  mistakes  of  inferior  writers  I 
have  for  the  most  part  struck  out.  On  this  principle  I  had 
to  sacrifice  nearly  the  whole  of  the  article  headed  '  Herodotus 
and  his  Commentators,'  in  the  National  Review  for  October 
1862.  I  have  kept  only  a  small  part  of  it  as  a  note  to  one  of 
the  other  Essays.  I  have  done  this,  not  because  there  is  a 
word  in  that  or  in  any  other  article  of  the  kind  which  I  now 
differ  from  or  regret,  but  because,  while  the  unflinching  ex- 
posure of  errors  in  the  passing  literature  of  the  day  is  the 
highest  duty  of  the  periodical  critic,  it  is  out  of  place  in 
writings  which  lay  any  claim  to  lasting  value.  I  do  not  think 
I  have  sinned  against  my  own  rule  in  reprinting  my  articles 
in  the  Saturday  Eeview  on  the  German  works  of  Mommsen 
and  Curtius.  Both  are  scholars  of  the  highest  order,  and,  as 
such,  I  trust  that  I  have  dealt  with  them  with  the  respect  that 
they  deserve.  But  if,  as  there  seems  to  be  some  danger, 
Curtius  should  displace  Grote  in  the  hands  of  English 
students,  and  if  Mommson  should  be  looked  up  to  as  an 
infallible  oracle,  as  Niebuhr  was  in  my  own  Oxford  days, 
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I  believe  that  the  result  would  be  full  of  evil,  not  only  for 
historical  truth,  but,  in  the  case  of  Mommsen,  for  political 
morality  also. 

I  have  to  renew  my  thanks  to  the  publishers  of  the 
Edinburgh  Eeview  and  to  the  editors  and  publishers  of 
the  other  periodicals  in  which  the  Essays  appeared,  for  the 
leave  kindly  given  to  me  to  reprint  them  in  their  present 
form. 

SOMEELEAZE,    WeLLS, 

Jamiary  7fh,  1873. 
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HISTORICAL   ESSAYS. 
I. 

ANCIENT  GKEEOE  AND  MEDIAEVAL  ITALY. 

The  history  of  the  Italian  peninsula  forms,  in  many  respects, 
the  most  important  and  the  most  fascinating  chapter  in  the 
history  of  the  middle  ages.  Every  part  indeed  of  the  his- 
tory of  those  wonderful  times  has  its  own  special  charm  ; 
each  has  its  special  attraction  for  minds  of  a  particular 
class.  Upon  the  English  statesman  or  j  urist  the  early  annals 
^Df  our  own  country  have  a  claim  above  all  others.  But 
a  knowledge  of  those  annals  is  very  imperfect  without  some 
knowledge  both  of  the  kindred  nations  of  Northern  Europe 
and  of  the  once  kindred  and  then  antagonistic  powers  of 
Gaul.  To  minds  of  another  class,  who  view  history  with 
philological  or  antiquarian  rather  than  with  political  eyes, 
the  laws,  the  languages,  the  monuments  of  Scandinavia 
and  Northern  Germany  will  be  of  primary,  instead  of  sub- 
sidiary, value.  The  long  struggle  between  the  Christian 
and  the  Saracen,  the  early  liberties  of  Aragon  and  Castile, 
clothe  the  Iberian  peninsula  with  an  interest  at  once  poli- 
tical and  romantic.  Even  the  obscure  annals  of  the  Sla- 
vonic nations  are  not  without  a  charm  of  their  own,  and  they 
have  a  most  important  bearing  upon  recent  events.*  But  to 
the  scholar,  whose  love  for  historical  research  has  been  first 
kindled  among  the  remains  of  Greek  and  Roman  antiquity, 
no  delight  will  be  so  great  as  that  of  tracing  out  every  relic 
of  their  influence,  every  event  or  institution  which  can  be 
connected  with  them  either  by  analogy  or  by  direct  deriva- 

4^  *  [1857.] 


ANCIENT  GREECE  [Essay 


tion.  The  mere  student  of  words,  the  mere  dreamer  over 
classic  lore,  is  indeed  tempted  to  cast  aside  the  mediaeval  and 
modern  history  both  of  Greece  and  Italy  as  a  mere  profana- 
tion of  their  ancient  history.  But  a  more  enlarged  and 
practical  love  of  antiquity  will  not  so  dwell  upon  the  distant 
past  as  to  neglect  more  recent  scenes  which  are  its  natural 
complement  and  commentary.  And  the  scenes  which  thus 
attract  the  scholar  may  challenge  also  the  attention  of  the 
political  and  ecclesiastical  inquirer.  Our  knowledge  of  the 
political  life  of  Eome,  of  the  intellectual  life  of  Greece,  of 
the  religious  life  of  early  Christendom,  is  imperfect  indeed 
without  some  knowledge  of  the  long  annals  of  the  Eastern 
Empire.  There  we  may  behold  the  political  immortality  of 
one  race,  the  literary  immortality  of  another  ;  there  we  may 
learn  how  a  language  and  a  religion  can  reconstruct  a  nation  ; 
we  may  trace  the  force  and  the  weakness  of  a  centralized 
despotism,  and  may  marvel  at  the  destiny  which  chose  out 
such  a  power  to  be  the  abiding  bulwark  of  Christianity  and 
civilization.  But  over  the  other  classic  peninsula  a  higher 
interest  lingers.  If  both  Greece  and  Rome  still  lived  on  in 
the  mingled  being  of  the  Byzantine  Empire,  they  rose  again 
to  a  more  brilliant  life  among  the  Popes,  the  Caesars,  and  the 
Republics  of  mediaeval  Italy.  The  political  power  of  Rome 
still  survived  in  theory  in  the  hands  of  German  Emperors, 
while  in  very  truth  tlie  lordly  spirit  of  the  Imperial  city 
sprang  into  new  being,  and  founded  a  wider  empire,  under 
the  guidance  of  Italian  Pontiffs.  And  besides  this  twofold 
life  of  Rome,  the  life  of  Hellas  lives  once  more  in  the  rise 
and  fall,  the  wars  and  revolutions,  of  countless  independent 
commonwealths.  The  theatre  was  less  favourable  ;  the  results 
were  less  splendid  ;  but  the  reproduction  was  as  close  as  such 
a  reproduction  can  ever  be,  and  the  text  and  commentary 
should  never  be  studied  apart. 

To  the  general  English  reader  the  history  of  mediaeval 
Italy  is  commonly  very  little  known.  It  forms  no  part 
of  the  received   educational    course   for   cither   sex.     Few 
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remain  wholly  i<^iioraiit  of  Greece  and  Rome  in  the  old 
world,  of  Franco  and  England  in  the  new ;  few  are  alto- 
gether without  some  idea  of  those  later  wars  and  treaties 
which  have  changed  the  general  face  of  Europe.  But  this 
forms  the  usual  boundary  of  the  historical  course  ;  further 
inquiry  is  left  to  those  who  pass  their  lives  in  deciphering 
illegible  records  or  in  harmonizing  discordant  chronicles. 
Most  people  carry  in  their  memories  the  succession  of  all 
the  Kings  of  England  and  of  most  of  the  Kings  of  France, 
but  nobody  remembers  the  Doges  of  Venice  any  more  than 
the  Emperors  of  Constantinople.  And  yet  a  certain  aspect 
of  the  historic  life  of  Italy  is  familiar  to  every  one.  No 
land  has  produced  more  names  which  are  familiar  to  the 
lips  of  every  man,  woman,  and  child.  Every  one  can  talk 
of  Dante  and  Petrarch  and  Ariosto  ;  every  one  knows  '  the 
age  of  Leo  the  Tenth,'  and  most  people  know  that  his 
character  of  Maecenas  was  one  which  he  inherited  from  his 
forefathers.  It  were  well  for  Italian  history,  as  for  Italy 
itself,  if  its  reputation  of  this  kind  had  been  somewhat  less 
splendid.  As  the  Medici  destroyed  Italian  freedom,  so 
their  fame  has  overshadowed  the  purer  fame  of  Italy.  The 
like  fate  indeed  has  befallen  ancient  Greece  likewise.  Athens 
is,  in  popular  conception,  the  parent  of  art  and  philosophy, 
far  more  than  the  parent  of  civil  justice  and  political  freedom. 
Athenian  poetry  and  speculation  have  overshadowed  the 
glory  of  Athenian  democracy ;  Sophokles  and  Plato  have 
dimmed  the  brighter  fame  of  Kleisthenes  and  Perikles.  In 
like  manner  Italy  is  looked  upon  so  wholly  as  the  land  of 
poetry  and  art,  as  to  obscure  its  higher  character  as  the  land 
which  affords  greater  treasures  of  political  science  than  any 
other  land  save  Greece  itself.  And  this  more  popular  aspect 
has  tended  to  throw  a  very  false  colouring  over  those  parts 
of  political  history  which  are  inseparably  connected  with 
the  history  of  art  and  literature.  If  the  earlier  times  are 
thought  of  at  all,  it  is  because  the  wars  of  Guelf  and  Ghibelin 
are  needed  as  a  key  to  Dante,  instead  of  Dante  being  needed 
as  a  commentary  on  the  wars  of  Guelf  and  Ghibelin.     And 
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in  later  times,  tlie  blaze  of  poetic  and  artistic  splendour 
makes  men  forget  that  the  age  of  Italy's  apparent  glory  was 
in  truth  that  of  her  real  degradation.  Everything  is  judged 
by  a  false  standard.  It  is  enough  for  a  Pope  or  a  prince  to 
have  gathered  together  the  works  of  ancient  genius,  and  to 
have  encouraged  those  of  contemporary  skill.  It  is  enough 
if  he  filled  his  palace  with  pictures  and  statues,  and  sur- 
rounded himself  with  flatterers  who  could  sing  his  praises 
alike  in  Latin  and  in  Italian  verse.  These  merits  will  wipe 
out  the  overthrow  of  a  dozen  free  constitutions ;  they  will 
fully  atone  for  stirring  up  unjust  wars,  for  public  perfidy 
and  private  licentiousness.  Of  this  mode  of  treatment  the 
writings  of  Mr.  Eoscoe  are  the  foremost  example.  He  tells 
us  in  his  preface  '  that  the  mere  historical  events  of  the 
fifteenth  century,  so  far  as  they  regarded  Italy,  could  not 
deeply  interest  his  countrymen  in  the  eighteenth,'  but  '  that 
the  progress  of  letters  and  arts  would  be  attended  to  with 
pleasure  in  every  country  where  they  were  cultivated  and 
protected.'  No  rational  person  will  ever  undervalue  either 
the  practice  or  the  history  of  '  letters  and  arts ; '  but  surely 
the  progress  and  decay  of  political  freedom  is  a  subject  the 
most  interesting  of  all  to  every  country  which  professes  to 
enjoy  and  to  value  the  greatest  of  merely  human  blessings. 
That  few  people  go  deej^er  into  the  matter  than  this,  though 
it  is  to  be  regretted,  is  hardly  to  be  wondered  at.  Italian 
history  is  highly  important ;  but  it  is,  of  all  histories,  the 
most  difficult  to  carry  in  one's  head.  The  details  are  hope- 
less. The  brain  grows  dizzy  among  the  endless  wars  and 
revolutions  of  petty  tyrants  and  petty  commonwealths ; 
three  or  four  schemes  of  policy  and  warfare  twine  round  one 
another  ;  and  no  such  factitious  aid  is  suj^plied  to  the  memory 
as  is  afforded  by  the  succession  of  reigns  and  dynasties  in 
France  and  England.  Can  any  man  living  repeat — we  do 
not  say  all  the  Tyrants  of  Eimini  or  Faenza,  but  all  the 
Popes,  all  the  Doges,  all  the  Lords,  Dukes,  and  Marquesses 
of  Milan  and  Ferrara  ?  It  would  need  a  faculty  savouring 
as  much  of  Jedediah  Buxton  as  of  Niebuhr,  to  say  without 


AND   MEDIAEVAL   ITALY. 


book  how  many  times  Genoa  became  subject  to  Milan  and 
iiow  many  times  to  France  ;  how  often  the  Adorni  drove 
out  the  Fregosi,  and  how  many  times  the  Fregosi  did  the 
like  by  the  Adorni.  As  long  as  the  Western  Emperors  still 
kept  any  real  sovereignty  in  Italy,  the  chronology  of  their 
reigns  afford  something  like  a  clue  ;  but,  alas,  it  guides  us 
only  a  very  little  way,  and  it  fails  us  just  when  a  clue  be- 
comes most  needful.  We  are  driven  to  aid  our  recollection 
by  arbitrary  synchronisms.  The  death  of  Manfred,  the 
birth  of  Dante,  and  the  death  of  Simon  of  ]\[ontfort ;  the 
establishment  of  Mahomet  at  Constantinople  and  the  esta- 
blishment of  Francesco  Sforza  at  Milan  ;  the  Castilian  con- 
quest of  Granada  and  the  invasion  of  Italy  by  Charles  the 
Eighth ; — all  these  are  sets  of  events  which  respectively  come 
within  two  or  three  years  of  each  other.  But  one  date 
beams  across  our  path  like  a  solitary  guiding  star  ;  the  year 
1378  claims  the  everlasting  gratitude  of  the  baffled  chron- 
ologer ;  it  must  have  been  some  gracious  decree  of  destiny 
for  his  especial  benefit,  which  procured  that  a  single  revolu- 
tion of  the  seasons  should  witness  the  beginning  of  the  War 
of  Chioggia,  of  the  Sedition  of  the  Ciompi,  and  of  the  Great 
Schism  of  the  West. 

It  is  then  nothing  very  astonishing  if  a  history  which  the 
professed  student  cannot  undertake  always  to  keep  in  his 
memory,  should  seem  to  the  ordinary  reader  to  be  one  which 
he  may  pass  by  altogether.  It  is  a  fact  that  there  are  those 
whom  an  identity  of  name  and  numeral  has  misled  into  the 
belief  that  the  prince  who  stood  barefoot  at  the  gates  of 
Canosa  was  one  and  the  same  with  the  prince  whose  white 
plume  served  as  oriflamme  upon  the  field  of  Ivry.  Pity  not 
to  have  carried  out  the  process  to  its  full  extent,  and  to  have 
landed  the  triple-bodied  Geryon  by  the  headland  of  Eaven- 
spur  and  guided  him  in  safety  through  the  fight  of  Shrewsbmy. 
We  once  saw,  in  a  popular  description  of  Milan  Cathedral,  an 
expression  of  wonder  that  so  vast  a  work  should  have  been 
undertaken  by  '  the  loettij  lord  of  that  and  a  few  other  neigh- 
bouring towns.'     If  these  are  fair  samples  of  the  average 
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Englishman's  belief  as  to  Italian  chronology  and  Italian 
politics,  it  is  really  high  time  for  that  belief  to  be  very  largely 
set  right.  To  confound  Henry  of  Franconia  and  Henry  of 
Navarre  is  sheer  ignorance,  possibly  of  the  invincible  class. 
To  have  heard  of  Gian-Galeazzo  Visconti,  and  to  mistake 
him  for  a  '  petty  lord,'  is  really  the  greater  sin  of  the  two. 
Such  an  error  could  only  arise  either  from  a  profound 
reverence  for  a  mere  title,  or  else  from  an  incapacity  to  look 
beyond  the  extent  which  a  country  occupies  on  the  map. 
The  Lord  of  Milan  was  not  a  King ;  till  he  received  the 
ducal  coronet  he  did  not  belong  to  any  class  of  acknowledged 
sovereigns  ;  his  territory  was  far  smaller  than  that  of  France 
or  England  or  Castile.  But  in  wealth,  in  population,  in 
every  element  of  material  prosperity,  this  '  petty'  territory 
surpassed  every  land  beyond  the  Alps,  and  its  rulers  directed 
its  resources  with  a  far  more  absolute  command  than  princes 
of  higher  dignity  held  over  their  wider  domains.  Gibbon 
remarks  that,  when  John  Palaiologos  came  to  Ferrara,  the 
Koman  Emperor  of  the  East  found  in  the  Marquess  of  that 
city  a  sovereign  more  powerful  than  himself.  In  like 
manner  the  '  petty  lord '  of  Milan  was  in  very  truth  a  prince 
of  greater  weight  in  European  politics  than  the  Bohemian 
Ca3sar  of  whom,  for  an  empty  title,  he  stooped  to  profess 
himself  the  vassal. 

The  fact  is  that  many  of  the  particular  facts  of  Italian 
history,  as  they  are  extremely  hard  to  remember,  are  really 
by  no  means  worth  remembering.  The  particular  event, 
looked  at  by  itself,  touched  perhaps  the  interests  only  of  an 
inconsiderable  district,  and  it  had  no  great  direct  influence 
over  the  particular  events  which  followed  it.  The  same 
stages  repeat  themselves  over  again  in  the  history  of  a 
hundred  cities  ;  every  town  gradually  wins  and  as  gradually 
loses  its  liberties  ;  in  each  the  demagogue  stealthily  grows 
into  the  chief  of  the  common wealtli ;  in  each  the  chief 
of  the  commonwealth  stealthily  or  forcibly  grows  into  the 
Tyrant ;  in  many  the  Tyrant  or  his  successor  wins  an 
outward  legitimacy  for  the  wrong  by  some  ceremony  which 
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admits  him  into  the  favoured  order  of  acknowledged  sove- 
reigns. The  general  outline  of  events  in  a  few  of  the 
greater  states  should  of  course  be  carefully  remembered ; 
but,  beyond  this,  little  can  be  attempted,  except  the  general 
picture  which  the  details  serve  to  produce,  and  the  deep 
political  lessons  which  ought  to  be  drawn  from  its  contem- 
plation. We  read  the  details,  and  we  are  content  to  forgot 
them  ;  but  we  keep  in  our  memories  the  great  characteristics 
of  one  of  the  most  stirring  times  of  man's  being.  We  learn 
that  the  powers  of  the  human  heart  and  intellect  are  not 
dwarfed  or  cramped  by  confinement  to  a  seemingly  narrow 
field  of  action.  We  learn  that  the  citizen  of  the  smallest 
commonwealth  is  a  being  of  a  higher  nature  than  the  slave 
of  the  mightiest  despotism.  We  learn  that  man,  under  the 
same  circumstances,  is  essentially  the  same  in  the  most  dis- 
tant times  and  countries.  The  small  commonwealths  of  Italy 
could  not  help  playing  over  again  a  part  essentially  the 
same  as  that  which  the  small  commonwealths  of  Greece  had 
played  so  many  ages  earlier. 

Rightly  to  treat  a  history  of  this  kind  is  indeed  a  hard, 
if  a  noble  task,  and  it  calls  for  an  historical  genius  of  the 
highest  order.  It  is  no  small  matter  to  group  and 
harmonize  together  the  contemporary  stories  of  endless 
states  all  full  of  life  and  energy  ;  at  once  to  avoid  wearying 
the  reader  with  needless  detail,  and  to  avoid  confounding 
him  between  five  or  six  parallel  streams  of  narrative.  The 
task  has  been  accomplished  in  a  manner  perhaps  as  nearly 
approaching  perfection  as  human  nature  allows  in  the  im- 
mortal work  of  Sismondi.  If  even  in  his  pages  weariness 
sometimes  creeps  over  us  as  we  follow  the  endless  series  of 
wars  and  revolutions,  it  is  soon  forgotten  in  the  eloquence 
with  which  he  adorns  the  more  striking  portions  of  the 
narrative,  and  in  the  depth  and  clearness  with  which  he 
draws  forth  the  general  teaching  of  the  whole.  If  he  fails 
in  anything,  it  is  in  his  arrangement  of  the  parallel  narra- 
tives. Italy  often  witnessed  at  the  same  moment  a  war  of 
aggrandizement   in  Lombardy  and  domestic  revolution  at 
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Genoa  or  Florence.  Kival  Popes  were  troubling  the 
Christian  world  with  bulls  and  counter-bulk,  with  Councils 
and  counter-Councils.  Eival  Kings  meanwhile  were  wasting 
the  fields  of  Campania  and  Apulia  in  quarrels  wholly  per- 
sonal and  dynastic.  In  reading  the  history  of  such  times, 
we  sometimes  find  that  Sismondi  hurries  us  rather  too 
suddenly  from  place  to  place,  and  joins  on  one  unfinished 
narrative  to  another.  He  had  not  quite  mastered  that 
wonderful  power  by  which  Gibbon  contrived  to  avoid  con- 
fusion in  describing  the  various  contemporary  events  of  a 
wider,  though  hardly  a  busier  scene.  As  for  graver  charges 
against  him,  that  Sismondi  is  a  party  writer  may  be  freely 
confessed.  But  what  historian  who  understands  the  time  of 
which  he  writes  can  fail  to  be  so  ?  Sismondi  draws  republics 
in  their  best  colours ;  Eoscoe  does  the  same  by  Popes  and 
princes.  The  reader  must  make  his  option,  and  decide  as 
he  best  may  between  the  two  contending  advocates.* 

The  point  of  view  which  gives  to  mediaeval  Italy  its 
highest  importance  in  the  general  history  of  mankind  is  one 
on  which  Sismondi  himself  has  only  partially  entered.  This 
is  the  point  of  view  which  takes  in  in  a  single  glance  the 
history  of  mediaeval  Italy,  and  of  ancient  Greece.  The 
really  profitable  task  is  to  compare  together  the  two  periods 
in  which  the  highest  civilization  of  the  age  was  confined  to 
a  cluster  of  commonwealths,  small  in  point  of  territory,  but 
rising,  in  all  political  and  social  enlightenment,  far  above  the 
greatest  contemporary  empires.  The  two  periods  can  never 
be  understood  unless  they  are  studied  in  this  way,  side  by 
side.     Thucydides  and  Villani,  Sismondi  and  Grote,  should 

*  [I  have  struck  out  a  paragraph  of  criticism  on  sonie  modern  English 
books  of  no  great  importance  ;  but  I  have  left  what  I  said  of  Sismondi,  as 
it  records  my  impression  of  his  work  in  itseh",  before  I  had  read  much  of 
the  original  authorities  of  any  part  of  his  history.  Since  then  I  have, 
as  I  hope  I  have  shown  in  my  former  volume  of  Essays,  given  some  atten- 
tion to  tiic  original  sources  of  at  least  some  parts  of  Italiau  history.  But 
1  liave  not  since  then  read  Sismondi  through  ;  1  am  therefore  hardly  able 
to  say  how  far  the  comparison  of  his  work  with  bis  authorities  would 
either  confirm  or  modify  what  I  have  said  of  him.] 
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always  lie  open  at  the  same  moment.  And  close  as  is  the 
analogy  between  the  two  periods,  yet  a  subject  of  study 
perhaps  still  more  profitable  is  afforded  by  the  points  of 
contrast  which  they  suggest. 

It  may  be  well  to  pause  at  starting,  in  order  to  deal  with 
an  objection  which  may  be  brought  against  this  whole  treat- 
ment of  the  subject.  Many  students  of  history  have  a 
general  dislike  to  any  system  of  historical  analogies.  Nor 
can  the  dislike  be  called  wholly  unreasonable,  when  we 
think  of  the  extravagant  and  unphilosophical  way  in  which 
such  analogies  have  sometimes  been  ai3plied.  It  is  certain 
that  no  age  can  exactly  reproduce  any  age  which  has  gone 
before  it,  if  only  because  that  age  has  gone  before  it.  The 
one  is  the  first  of  its  class,  the  other  the  second  ;  the  one  is 
an  original,  the  other  is  at  least  a  repetition,  if  not  a  direct 
copy.  And  besides  this,  no  two  nations  ever  found  them- 
selves in  exactly  the  same  circumstances.  Distance  of  space 
will  modify  the  likeness  between  two  societies,  otherwise 
analogous,  which  are  in  being  at  the  same  time.  Distance 
of  time  will  bring  in  points  of  unlikeness  between  parallels 
which  repeat  themselves  even  on  the  same  ground.  In  fact, 
in  following  out  an  analogy,  it  is  often  the  points  of  unlike- 
ness on  which  we  are  most  tempted  to  dwell.  But  this  is  in 
very  truth  the  most  powerful  of  witnesses  to  their  general 
likeness.  We  do  not  stop  to  think  of  differences  in  detail, 
unless  the  general  picture  presents  a  likeness  which  is 
broad  and  unmistakeable.  We  may  reckon  up  the  points 
of  contrast  between  ancient  Greece  and  medioeval  Italy ; 
but  we  never  stop  to  count  in  how  many  ways  a  citizen  of 
Athens  differed  from  a  subject  of  the  Great  King,  or  what 
are  the  points  of  unlikeness  between  the  constitution  of  the 
United  States  from  that  of  the  Empire  of  all  the  Russias. 

On  the  other  hand,  analogies  which  really  exist  are  often 
passed  by,  merely  because  they  lie  beneath  the  surface.  The 
essential  likeness  between  two  states  of  things  is  often  dis- 
guised by  some  purely  external  difference.  Thus,  at  first 
sight  no  difference  can  seem  greater  than  that  which  we  see 


10  ANCIENT  GREECE  [Essat 

between  our  present  artificial  state  of  society  and  politics  and 
the  primitive  institutions  of  our  forefathers  before  the  Norman 
Conquest.     Yet  our  position  and  sentiments  are,  in  many 
imjjortant  respects,  less  widely  removed  from  that  ruder  time 
than  from   intermediate  ages  whose  outward  garb  hardly 
differs  from  our  own.     In  many   cases,   the   old   Teutonic 
institutions  have  come  up  again,  silently  and  doubtlessly 
unwittingly,  under  new  names,  and  under  forms  modified  by 
altered  circumstances.     Thus  the  Foldand  of  early  times, 
the  common  estate  of  the  nation,  was,  as  the  royal  power 
increased,    gradually    turned   into   the    Terra    Begis,    the 
personal  estate  of  the    sovereign.     Now   that   the   Crown 
lands  are  applied  to  the  public  service  under  the  control  of 
the  House  of  Commons,  what  is  it  but  a  return  to  the  old 
institution   of  Foldand   in  a  shape  fitted  to  the  ideas   of 
modern  times  ?  *     Again,  the  remark  has  been  made  that 
there  can  be  no  real  likeness  between  ancient  Athens  and 
modern  England,  because  the  press  confessedly  so  important 
an  engine  among  ourselves,  had  no  being  in  the  common- 
wealth of  Perikles.     The  difference  here  is  obvious  at  first 
sight;    it  is   moreover  the  sign  of  a  more  real  and  more 
important  difference  ;  but  neither  of  them  is  enough  to  destroy 
the  essential  analogy.     The  real  difference  is,  not  that  the 
Athenians  had  no  printing,    but   the   far   more  important 
difference  that  they  had  very  little  writing.     Now  this  is 
simply  the  difference  which  cannot  fail  to  exist  between  the 
citizen  of  a  southern  state  confined  to  a  single  city,  and  the 
citizen  of  an   extensive   kingdom   in   a  northern  climate. 
The  one  passed  his  life  in  the  open  air ;  the  other  is  driven 
by  physical  necessity  to  the  fireside  either  of  his  home  or 
his  club.     The  one  could  be  personally  present  and  per- 
sonally  active  in  the  deliberations  of  the  commonwealth; 
the  other  needs  some  artificial  means  to  make  up  for  his 
unavoidable  absence  from  the  actual  scene  of  debate.     The 

*  [This  subject,  with  one  or  two  kiuJred  ones,  has  been  worked  out 
more  fully  in  the  third  chapter  of  my  '  Growth  of  the  English  Constitution.' 
Sue  pp.  132-134.] 
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one,  in  short,  belonged  to  a  seeing  and  hearing,  the  other 
belongs  to  a  reading  public  ;  the  one  heard  Perikles,  Nikias, 
or  Kleon  with  his  own  ears,  the  other  listens  to  his  Cobden, 
his  Disraeli,  or  his  Palmerston  only  through  the  agency  of 
paper  and  printer's  ink.  The  difTerence  between  reading 
in  print  and  reading  in  manuscript  is  a  wide  one ;  the 
difference  between  reading  in  manuscript  and  not  reading 
at  all  is  wider  still ;  but  the  widest  difference  of  all  lies 
between  free  discussion  in  any  shape  and  the  absence  of 
free  discussion.  The  narrow  strait  between  Athens  and 
England  sinks  into  nothing  beside  the  impassable  gulf 
which  fences  off  both  from  Sj^arta  or  Venice  or  '  imperial ' 
France.  Where  there  is  free  discussion  of  every  subject 
of  public  interest,  where  no  man  is  afraid  to  speak  his 
mind  on  the  most  important  affairs  of  the  commonwealth, 
it  matters  comparatively  little  whether  the  intercourse  be- 
tween citizen  and  citizen  is  carried  on  with  their  own  tongues 
or  through  the  medium  of  type  and  paper.  Thoughts  pent 
up  under  the  bondage  of  a  despotism  or  an  oligarchy  would 
gladly  catch  at  either  means  of  expression,  without  being 
over-nice  as  to  the  comparative  merits  of  the  two  methods. 

In  the  case  both  of  ancient  Greece  and  of  mediseval  Italy, 
the  nation  which,  at  that  particular  period,  stood  far  above 
all  others  in  every  material  and  intellectual  advantage  is 
found  incapable  or  careless  of  a  combined  national  govern- 
ment :  each  is  split  up  into  endless  states,  many  of  them  of 
the  smallest  possible  size.  This  system  of  '  separate  town- 
autonomy  '  is  indeed  by  no  means  peculiar  to  old  Greece  or 
to  mediaeval  Italy.  These  two  lands  are  merely  those  which 
supplied  its  most  perfect  examples,  those  which  showed  it 
forth  on  the  greatest  scale,  and  adorned  it  A\ith  the  richest 
accompaniments  of  art,  literature,  and  general  cultivation.  The 
separate  city-community,  as  Mr.  Grote  has  shown,  was  the 
earliest  form  of  organized  freedom.  It  is  the  simplest  and  the 
most  obvious  form.  To  unite  a  large  territory  into  a  federal 
commonwealth  or  a  constitutional  monarchy  implies  a  much 
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higher  and  later  stage  of  political  progress.  Or  it  might  be 
more  accurate  to  say  that  it  needs  such  a  higher  and  later 
stage  to  show  that  those  forms  of  government  are  really 
capable  of  combining  freedom  and  order.  For,  in  old  Grreece 
and  the  neighbouring  states,  it  was  precisely  the  most  ad- 
vanced states  which  clung  most  fondly  to  their  separate 
town-autonomy.  It  is  only  among  the  less  advanced  and 
half-barbaric  portions  of  the  race  that  we  find  the  rude  germs 
of  the  other  two  forms  of  freedom.  Aitolia,  Phokis,*  and 
other  backward  portions  of  the  Hellenic  race,  had  something 
like  federal  commonwealths.  The  half- barbarian  states  of 
Macedonia  and  Molossis  had  something  like  constitutional 
monarchies.  Yet  no  one  would  think  of  setting  their 
governments  on  a  level  with  the  democracy  of  Athens,  or 
even  with  such  moderate  oligarchies  as  Corinth,  Chios,  or 
Rhodes.  In  the  same  way,  in  primaeval  Italy,  the  principle  of 
town-autonomy  was  greatly  modified  in  the  Latin,  Etruscan, 
and  Samnite  federations.  The  one  Italian  city  which  always 
clave  to  its  distinct  autonomy  was  the  one  which  rose  to  the 
empire  of  Italy  and  the  world.  In  mediaeval  Switzerland 
again  there  arose  a  freedom  purer,  if  less  brilliant,  than  that 
of  mediaeval  Italy ;  but  there  town-autonomy  was  still  more 
largely  modified.  It  was  modified  by  the  relation,  lax  as  it  was, 
of  the  federal  tie,  and  by  the  existence  of  rural  democracies 
alongside  of  the  urban  commonwealths.  And,  during  the  best 
days  of  the  League,  it  was  further  modified  by  an  acknow- 
ledgement of  the  power  of  the  Emperors  far  more  full  than 
ever  fell  to  their  lot  in  Italy.  In  other  parts  of  Germany, 
free  cities  flourished  indeed ;  but  they  were  mere  exceptions 
to  princely  rule  ;  they  were  closely  connected  with  the  chief 
of  the  Empire ;  they  rejoiced  in  the  title  of  '  free  Imperial 
city,'  which,  in  the  ears  of  a  Greek,  would  have  sounded  like 
a  contradiction  in  terms.  In  Southern  Gaul  the  cities 
maintained  for  a  while  their  internal  republican  constitu- 
tions ;  in  Spain  they  were  even  invested  with  supremacy  over 

*  I  do  not  mention  Toeotm,  because  the  hardly  disguised  sovereignty  of 
Tliebcs  hinders  it  from  being  regarded  as  a  truly  federal  state. 
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considerable  surrounding  districts ;  but,  in  both  cases,  they 
fell  before  a  kingly  power  stronger  and  more  encroaching 
than  that  of  the  German  Emperors.  England  had  mere 
municipalities  ;  the  greater  strength  of  the  central  power,  the 
more  general  diffusion  of  political  rights,  neither  allowed  nor 
needed  the  formation  of  even  tributary  republics.  But,  had 
the  monarchy  founded  by  the  Conqueror  possessed  no  greater 
inherent  vigour  than  the  monarchy  founded  by  Charles  the 
Great,  it  is  easy  to  conceive  that  London,  York,  and  Bristol 
might  have  imitated,  though  they  would  hardly  have  rivalled, 
the  career  of  Florence,  Bern,  and  Niirnberg.* 

It  may  perhaps  be  worth  noting  that  freedom,  and  freedom 
too  in  this  particular  form  of  town-autonomy,  has  never 
been  left  without  a  witness  upon  earth.  Hellenic  freedom 
was  far  from  utterly  wiped  out,  either  at  the  fight  of 
Chaironeia  or  at  the  sack  of  Corinth.  The  commonwealths 
of  Ehodes  and  Byzantion,  the  wise  confederacy  of  Lykia, 
kept  at  least  an  internal  independence  till  Rome  was 
becoming  an  acknowledged  monarchy.  And  even  then,  one 
shoot  of  the  old  tree  continued  to  flourish  on  a  distant  soil. 
Far  away,  on  the  northern  shores  of  the  Inhospitable  Sea, 
for  a  thousand  years  after  Sparta  and  Athens  had  sunk  in 
bondage,  did  the  Hellenic  city  of  Cherson  remain,  the  only 
state  in  the  world  where  freedom  and  civilization  were  not 
divorced.  In  close  connexion  with  the  lords  of  Eome  and 
Constantinople,  the  old  Megarian  colony  still  kept  on  a 
freedom  far  more  than  municipal ;  its  relation  might  be 
that  of  a  dependent  ally,  but  it  was  still  alliance  and  not 
subjection.  How  many  of  the  warriors  and  the  tourists,  how 
many  of  the  ephemeral  writers  of  the  day,  who  have  com- 
passed the  fortress  of  Sebastopol,  so  much  as  knew  that  they 
were  treading  on  the  ruins  of  the  last  of  the  Greek  republics. 
Such  was  Cherson  up  to  the  ninth  century ;  still  free,  still 
Greek,  ruled  by  Hellenic  Presidents,  who  slew  Barbarian 
Kings  in  single  combat.  In  the  ninth  century,  under  the 
Byzantine  Theophilos,  she  ceased  to  be  free ;  in  the  tenth, 
*  [See  History  of  the  Norman  Conquestj  iv.  208.J 
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under  the  Eussian  Vladimir,  she  well  nigh  ceased  to  be 
Hellenic.  But,  by  that  time,  freedom  had  begun  to  show 
itself  once  more  in  the  western  world.  Free  commercial 
commonwealths  again  arose  on  the  Hadriatic  and  on  the 
Tyrrhenian  Sea.  Venice,  Naples,  Gaeta,  and  Amalii  might, 
as  vassals  or  slaves*  of  the  Byzantine  Caesar,  withstand  the 
claims  of  his  Teutonic  rival :  but,  in  truth,  they  flourished 
in  possession  of  a  freedom  with  which  neither  Empire  inter- 
fered. Venice,  in  later  years,  may  be  deemed  to  have  more 
in  common  with  despotic  than  with  republican  states ;  but 
the  Campanian  republics  handed  on  the  torch  of  freedom  to 
those  of  Lombardy  ;t  Milan  and  Alessandria  handed  it  on 
to  Florence  and  Sienna,  to  Zurich,  Bern,  and  Geneva.  Uri, 
Schwyz,  and  Unterwalden,  the  most  thrilling  names  of  all, 
needed  neither  precept  nor  example  to  guide  them  to  a 
democracy  more  perfect  than  the  world  had  seen  since 
Antipatros  entered  Athens.  But  the  freedom  of  the 
mountains  is  distinct  from  the  freedom  of  the  cities ;  the 
old  uncontaminated  Switzer  was  not  an  Athenian  or  a 
Florentine,  but  an  Aitolian  who  had  unlearned,  or  had  never 
fallen  into,  the  turbulence  and  brigandage  of  his  race. 

The  results  of  this  system  of  town-autonomy  seem  strange 
to  us  in  these  days  of  wide-spread  empires.  We  are  tempted 
to  mock  at  political  history  on  so  small  a  scale ;  we  are 
tempted  to  despise  the  revolutions  of  independent  common- 
wealths less  populous  than  many  an  English  borough.  Both 
in  Greece  and  in  Italy,  towns  which,  in  most  lands,  would  have 
merely  swelled  the  private  estate  of  some  neighbouring  lord 
took  to  themselves  every  attribute  of  sovereignty,  and,  in 
their  external  relations  and  their  internal  revolutions,  they 
exhibited  greater  political  activity  than  the  mightiest  con- 
temporary kingdoms.     Each  city  has  its  own  national  being, 

*  When  the  "Western  King  Pippin,  son  of  Charles  the  Great,  challenged 
their  allegiance,  avrfXeyov  on  rjfiels  8ov\oi  6e\ofiev  fivat  rot)  /SacriXecos 
'Pcofiaiutv  Koi  ovxi  (tov.   Comp,  Porph.  de  Adm.  Imp.  c.  28,  p.  124,  ed.  Bonn. 

t  [^^0  we  were  taught  in  times  past  by  Sismondi.  I  am  now  dis|)osed  to 
attach  ranch  less  importance  to  them  in  this  light.  But  I  see  that  even  in 
1857  I  took  in  their  true  relation  to  the  Eastern  Empire.     1879.] 
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around  which  every  feeling  of  patriotism  gathers  ;  each  calls 
its  citizens  under  its  banner,  to  harry  the  fields  and  home- 
steads of  its  neighbour,  or  to  defend  its  own  from  the  like 
harm.  Each  has  its  own  internal  political  life ;  each  is  rent 
by  its  own  factions  ;  each  witnesses  the  alternate  sway  of 
democracy  and  oligarchy,  or  beholds  both  fall  beneath  the 
rod  of  some  foreign  or  domestic  tyrant.  Greece  and  Italy 
alike  set  before  us  a  scene  of  endless  war— of  war  of  a  kind  at 
once  more  terrible  and  more  ennobling  than  the  political 
contests  of  later  times.  In  the  wars  of  a  great  monarchy  the 
subject  has  no  voice  on  the  question  of  war  and  peace  ;  he  has 
often  but  a  faint  knowledge  indeed  of  the  reasons  why  a  war 
is  either  begun  or  ended.  Except  in  the  case  of  invasion,  war, 
to  all  but  a  professional  class,  means  simply  increase  of 
taxation  and  the  occasional  loss  of  a  friend  or  kinsman. 
Even  when  a  country  is  invaded,  it  can  only  be  a  small 
part  of  a  great  kingdom  on  which  the  scourge  directly 
lights.  Very  different  was  the  warfare  of  the  old  Greek  and 
Italian  commonwealths.  Every  citizen  had  a  voice  in  the 
debate  and  a  hand  in  the  struggle.  Every  citizen  was  ready 
personally  to  inflict,  and  personally  to  suffer,  all  the  hardships 
of  war.  Every  citizen  might  fairly  look  forward,  some  time 
in  his  life,  to  witness  the  pillage  of  his  crops  and  the  burning 
of  his  house,  even  if  he  and  his  escaped  the  harder  doom  of 
massacre,  violation,  or  slavery.  In  Greece  and  Italy  alike 
war  went  through  two  stages.  In  the  first,  it  was  carried 
on  by  a  citizen  militia,  of  whom  every  man  had  a  personal 
interest  in  the  strife.  In  the  second,  the  duty  of  doing  or 
warding  off  injury  was  entrusted  to  hireling  banditti,  heed- 
less in  what  cause  their  lances  were  levelled.  In  Greece 
and  Italy  alike,  the  internal  history  of  each  city  shows  us  a 
picture  of  every  stage  of  political  progress  ;  each  grows 
and  decays  with  a  swiftness  to  which  larger  states  hardly, 
ever  afford  a  parallel.  In  each  case  we  see  that  these 
little  communities  could  cherish  a  warmth  of  patriotism,  an 
intensity  of  political  life,  beyond  example  in  the  records  of 
extensive  kingdoms.     A  large  well-governed  state  secures  the 
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blessings  of  order  and  tranquillity  to  a  greater  number  ;  but 
it  does  so  at  the  expense  of  condemning  a  large  proportion 
even  of  its  citizens  to  practical  nonentity.  Citizenship  is  less 
valued,  and  it  is  therefore  more  freely  conferred.  But  in  the 
single  city,  each  full  citizen  has  his  intellectual  and  political 
faculties  nourished  and  sharpened  to  the  highest  pitch. 
Athens  and  Florence  could  reckon  a  soldier,  a  statesman,  or  a 
diplomatist,  in  every  head  of  a  free  household.  Citizenship 
then  was  a  personal  right  and  a  personal  privilege ;  it  was 
a  possession  far  too  dearly  valued  to  be  granted  at  random  to 
the  mob  of  slaves  or  foreigners.  In  such  a  state  of  things, 
patriotism  was  not  a  sober  conviction  or  a  grave  matter  of 
duty  ;  it  was  the  blind  and  fervent  devotion  of  a  child  to  his 
parent,  or  rather  of  a  lover  to  his  mistress.  To  the  Athenian 
or  the  Florentine  his  country  was  not  a  mere  machine  for 
defending  life  and  property ;  it  was  a  living  thing,  whose 
thoughts  worked  in  his  own  brain,  whose  passions  beat  in 
his  heart,  whose  deeds  were  done  by  his  hands.  Such 
a  patriotism  might  be  narrow,  ill-regulated,*  inconsistent 
with  still  better  and  loftier  feelings ;  but  it  worked  up  the 
individual  citizen  to  the  highest  pitch.  Strange  to  say,  it 
spread  itself  even  among  classes  wholly  cut  off  from  political 
rights.  'Viva  San  Marco,'  was  as  stirring  a  cry  to  the 
Venetian  citizen,  and  even  to  the  Lombard  peasant,  as  to  the 
foremost  of  the  Zenos  and  the  Morosini.  When  republican 
France  made  her  unprovoked  attack  on  commonwealths  older 
and  worthier  than  herself,  the  German  subject  of  Bern 
fought  well  nigh  as  zealously  for  his  patrician  master  t  as 
the  freeman  of  Unterwalden  fought  for  a  democracy  more 

*  '  Es  war  in  unsern  Yiitern,  zur  Zeit  als  die  ersten  biirgerlichen  Gesetze 
sie  zalimten,  kein  Begriff  nocli  Gefiihl  von  allgemeinen  Kechten  der 
Menschheit;  bei  ilnien  war  Summe  der  Moral,  dass  die  Burger  gut  und 
htrzhaft  seyen  fiir  ihre  Stadte,  die  Bitter  fiir  ihren  Stand  und  Fursten.' 
— J.  von  Muller,  Gcscli.  der  Schweiz,  b.  i.  c.  16,  §  7, 

t  For  an  instance  of  similar  feelings  extending  themselves  to  soldiers,  at 
least,  belonging  to  subject  races  much  worse  off  than  the  Italian  antl 
German  subjects  of  Venice  and  Bern,  see  the  famous  speech  of  Biasidas  in 
Thucydides,  iv.  126,  and  Mr.  Grote's  comment,  vol.  vi.  p.  610. 
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full  and  true  than  that  preached  by  the  apostles  of  Liberty, 
Equality,  and  Fraternity. 

But  both  Greece  and  Italy  teach  us  that  the  political  life 
of  these  small  states,  more  intense,  more  vigorous,  more 
glorious,  while  it  lasts,  either  runs  its  course  in  a  shorter 
time,  or  else  sinks  into  more  utter  decay  than  that  of  states 
of  greater  extent.  Three  centuries,  at  the  utmost,  measure 
the  political  life  of  Athens  and  of  Florence.  At  the  end 
of  that  term  Florence  fell  gloriously  before  irresistible 
enemies ;  Athens  lingered  on  in  far  deeper  degradation  under 
Macedonian  and  Eoman  lordship.  But  a  great  nation,  still 
more  a  great  empire  which  is  not  a  nation,  may  survive 
and  flourish,  age  after  age,  by  its  mere  power  of  silently 
recruiting  the  national  life  by  new  blood.  This  process  can 
hardly  take  place,  hardly  at  least  without  open  revolution,  in 
any  community  which,  whether  it  be  oligarchic  or  democratic, 
is  grounded  on  the  exclusive  hereditary  freedom  of  a  single 
city.  It  may  be  the  blood  of  conquerors,  of  subjects,  or  of 
refugees  ;  the  foreign  element  may  either  be  silently  assimi- 
lated or  it  may  become  openly  dominant :  in  either  case  the 
nation  is  born  anew.  Home  was,  in  her  origin,  a  single 
city  ;  but  she  grew  from  a  city  into  a  nation,  from  a  nation 
into  an  Empire,  by  granting  her  citizenship  more  freely  than 
any  other  city  on  record.  She  grew  up  by  the  side  of 
Greece,  she  conquered  her,  and,  to  all  appearance,  she  out- 
lived her.  And  yet,  by  the  working  of  the  same  law, 
Greece  outlived  Eome.  The  blood,  and  even  the  language, 
of  Eome  died  out ;  but  her  political  being  went  on  without 
a  break  in  a  Grecian  city.  The  combined  work  of  Greece 
and  Eome,  strengthened  by  a  hundred  rills  of  energetic 
barbarian  blood  from  various  quarters,  survived  every  con- 
temporary state  in  political  duration,  and  still  survives,  as 
a  vigorous  and  progressive  nation,  to  our  own  times.  So  too 
with  our  own  nation,  one  which,  like  the  Greek,  draws  at  once  • 
its  name  and  its  true  being  from  one  dominant  stock,  but 
which  has  been  strengthened  by  the  influx  of  successive  waves 
of  subjects,  conquerors,  and  exiles.     The  germ  of  English 
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freedom  had  begun  to  blossom  centuries  before  tlie  forma- 
tion of  the  Lombard  League  ;  it  did  not  put  forth  its  full 
fruit  till  long  after  Italy  was  given  up  to  the  domination  of 
French  and  Austrian  and  Spanish  masters.  Both  Greece  and 
Italy  teach  us  the  same  lesson,  that  a  nation  divided  into 
small  states  can,  under  ordinary  circumstances,  keep  its 
independence  only  so  long  as  its  political  world  is  confined 
to  its  own  limits.  When  greater  powers  come  vigorously 
and  permanently  on  the  scene,  it  must  either  fall  altogether, 
or  at  most  it  may  be  allowed  to  drag  on  a  degraded  and 
precarious  existence,  if  such  a  boon  chance  to  fall  in  with 
schemes  dictated  by  the  mutual  jealousies  of  the  rival  powers 
around  it. 

Besides  this  more  general  analogy,  the  history  of  Greece 
and  Italy  presents  a  fair  parallel  in  the  different  periods  into 
which  it  may,  in  each  case,  most  naturally  be  divided.  The 
most  brilliant  period  in  each  is  a  time  of  strife  indeed,  of  war 
and  bloodshed  and  revolution ;  but  it  is  still  a  time  of  lofty 
principles  and  feelings,  in  which  even  strife  and  confusion 
seem  to  go  on  according  to  a  certain  fixed  law.  Next  comes 
a  time  when  the  national  strength  and  virtue  are  fearfully 
impaired,  and  when  no  fixed  principles  can  be  traced  out  in 
the  dealings  of  one  state  with  another.  But  still  the  national 
independence  lives  on ;  it  is  still  a  strife  of  Greek  against 
Greek,  of  Italian  against  Italian.  At  last  we  reach  the  lowest 
stage  of  overthrow  and  of  degradation.  Greece  and  Italy 
become  the  battlefields  of  contending  strangers,  the  theatre  of 
conflicts  in  which  no  patriotic  native  has  any  interest  save 
simply  to  deliver  his  country  from  the  presence  of  all  the 
combatants  alike.  The  analogy  between  these  several  periods 
in  each  country  must  not  be  pressed  too  far ;  it  cannot  be 
pressed  nearly  so  far  as  the  general  analogy  between  the  two 
political  systems.  A  striking  likeness  however  there  really 
is,  which  it  will  be  worth  our  while  to  trace  out  a  little  more 
in  detail. 

To  the  old  struggle  between  Athens  and  Sparta  there 
attaches  that  special  kind  of  interest  which  belongs  to  a  strife 
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in  which  our  sympathies  cannot  be  exclusively  claimed  by 
either  party.  Among  all  the  horrors  of  a  wasting  warfare 
and  the  still  more  fearful  horrors  of  internal  discord,  notwith- 
standing Melianand  Plataian  massacres,  Korkyraian  seditions 
and  Argeian  skytalisms,  there  is  still  an  ennobling  spirit 
which  reigns  over  the  whole,  to  redeem  the  scene  of  perfidy 
and  slaughter.  We  see  that  the  conflict  was  inevitable, 
and  that  it  was  not  wholly  selfish  on  either  side ;  it  was  not 
a  struggle  for  private  aggrandizement,  but  for  political 
superiority ;  it  was  a  war  of  contending  races  and  contending 
principles ;  either  side  could  afford  scope,  not  only  for 
military  and  political  skill,  but  for  the  purest  virtue  and 
the  most  heroic  self-devotion.  The  war  is  not  waged  by 
foreign  hirelings  careless  as  to  the  cause  in  which  they 
fought ;  it  is  not  even  entrusted  to  a  professional  class  in 
the  contending  cities.  The  man  whose  head  devises  the 
political  scheme  is  the  man  who  carries  out  in  his  own 
person  the  military  operations  which  are  needed  for  it. 
The  orator  who  proposes  an  enterprise  is  himself  the  general 
who  executes  it ;  the  citizens  who  applaud  his  proposal  are 
the  soldiers  who  march  under  his  command.  No  feeling  of 
deadly  hatred  is  to  be  seen  between  the  two  great  opposing 
powers.  Athens  was  stirred  to  far  less  bitterness  by  the 
political  rivalry  of  Sparta  than  by  her  pettier  contests  with 
her  neighbours  of  Megaris  and  Bceotia.  Sparta  too,  in  the 
full  swing  of  her  power,  with  all  Greece  crouching  before 
her  harmosts  and  her  dekarchies,  with  the  might  of  the 
Great  King  himself  ready  at  her  call,  could  yet  cast  aside 
with  scorn  the  suggestion  to  carry  vengeance  beyond  the 
bounds  of  political  necessity.  It  might  suit  the  border 
hatred  of  Thebes  to  make  a  sheep-walk  of  a  dangerous 
neighbour-city ;  but  Sparta  knew  her  own  greatness  too 
well  to  deprive  herself  of  her  yokefellow  and  to  put  out 
one  of  the  eyes  of  Greece. 

The  parallel  to  this  period  is  to  be  found  in  those  heroic 
days  of  mediseval  Italy  when  the  names  of  Guelf  and  Ghibelin 
were  no  unmeaning  badges  of  hereditary  feud,  but  were  the 

c  2 
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true  and  speaking  watchwords  of  the  highest  principles  that 
can  stir  the  breast  of  man.*  It  was  indeed  a  strife  of  giants, 
when  the  crozier  of  the  Pontiff  and  the  sceptre  of  the  Ca?sar 
met  in  deadly  conflict.  The  vigorous  youth  of  the  Teutonic 
race  had  decked  itself  in  the  Imperial  garb  of  elder  days,  and 
appealed  to  the  proudest  associations,  both  of  the  old  and  of 
the  new  state  of  things.  And  a  yet  truer  heir  of  that  ancient 
sway  sat  as  the  homeborn  guardian  of  Eome  and  Italy,  the 
successor  of  the  Fisherman,  the  maker  and  the  deposer  of 
Kings  and  Emperors.  One  disputant  called  on  the  political 
loyalty  of  either  race  alike.  The  Roman  Caesar  demanded  the 
humble  duty  of  the  subject,  laid  down  for  ever  in  Rome's 
imperishable  Law.  The  King  of  Italy  appealed  to  a  truer 
and  loftier  fidelity,  to  those  sacred  engagements  which  riveted 
the  personal  bond  of  suzerain  and  vassal.     His  rival  called 

*  It  may  perhaps  be  thought  that  a  truer  parallel  to  the  strug'j;le  of  the 
Lombard  cities  against  the  Swabiau  Emperors  is  to  be  foxmd  in  the 
struggle  of  the  Hellenic  cities  against  the  Persian  Kings.  It  is  very  easy 
to  answer  that  the  war  of  Guelf  and  Ghibelin  was  not  mere  resistance  to 
foreign  invasion;  that  it  was  an  internal  conflict  in  Italy  itself:  that, 
though  the  Imperial  claims  were  backed  by  German  armies,  yet  many 
Italian  cities  enrolled  themselves  with  no  less  zeal  under  the  Imperial 
banners.  The  rejoinder  is  no  less  easy,  namely,  that  the  Persian  War  may 
also  be  called  an  internal  struggle  in  Greece  itself,  because  many  Greek 
cities  enrolled  themselves  under  the  banners  of  Xerxes.  But  it  is  im- 
possible to  look  on  an  acknowledged  Emperor  of  the  Romans,  even  of 
Teutonic  blood,  as  so  wholly  external  to  Italy  as  the  King  of  the  Medes 
and  Persians  was  to  Hellas.  It  is  impossible  to  look  on  the  Ghibelins  of 
Italy  as  such  mere  traitors  as  the  medizing  Greeks.  The  fact  is  that,  as 
none  of  these  pavallcls  can  be  perfectly  exact,  the  first  struggle  against 
Frederick  Barbarossa  has  many  points  in  common  with  the  Persian  War  ; 
while  the  second  conflict  with  his  grandson  forms  the  best  analogy  to  the 
Peloponnesian  War.  Frederick  the  Second  could  hardly  be  deemed  a 
foreigner  in  Italy;  the  enmity  which  he  awakened  was  political  and 
religious,  hardly  at  all  strictly  national.  But  the  Guelf  and  Ghibelin 
contest,  so  long  as  those  names  retained  any  real  meaning,  can  hardly  be 
looked  on  as  other  than  a  single  whole,  and  that  whole  certainly  bears 
more  analogy  to  the  Peloponnesian  War  than  to  anything  else  in  Grecian 
history. 

[I  have  since  spoken  more  fully  of  the  characteristics  of  this  period  of 
Italian  history,  in  the  Essay  headed  '  Frederick  the  First,  King  of  Italy ' 
in  ray  former  series  of  Essays.] 
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on  the  mysterious  powers  of  an  unseen  world ;  his  empire 
acknowledged  no  earthly  boundaries,  as  his  authority  rested 
on  no  human  grant.  He  stood  forth  as  the  vice-gerent  of  his 
Creator,  to  bind  and  to  loose,  to  build  up  and  to  pluck  down  ; 
his  ban  could  sweep  either  crown  from  the  brow  of  his  rival, 
and  could  release  alike  from  the  obligations  of  Eoman  slavery 
and  of  Teutonic  freedom.  All  things  to  all  men,  the  Pontiffs 
of  those  days  knew  when  to  bless  the  swords  of  conquerors 
and  when  to  hallow  the  aspirations  of  insurgents.  And  now 
beneath  the  shadow  of  their  lofty  claims  grew  up  that  germ 
of  freedom  which  the  deep  policy  of  Eome  knew  alike  when 
to  cherish  and  when  to  stifle  in  the  bud.  Hildebrand  pitted 
against  Henry,  Alexander  against  Barbarossa,  Innocent 
against  the  second  Frederick,  was  indeed  a  strife  which  no 
man  could  stand  by  and  not  draw  his  sword  either  for  the 
throne  of  Caesar  or  the  chair  of  Peter.  Each  cause  had  in  it 
an  element  of  truth  and  righteousness.  One  side  might  boast 
that  it  maintained  the  lawful  rights  of  civil  government  at 
once  against  priestly  despotism  and  against  political  licen- 
tiousness. Twofold  might  be  the  answer  of  his  rival.  The 
priestly  despot  did  but"  assert  the  claims  of  man's  spiritual 
element  against  the  brute  force  which  had  usurped  the  name 
of  government.  The  political  rebel  did  but  maintain  the 
cause  of  municipal  and  national  freedom  against  the  arbitrary 
exactions  of  feudal  lords  and  alien  Emperors.  A  warfare 
like  this  could  not  fail  to  call  forth  on  either  side  man's 
highest  and  noblest  feelings ;  each  cause  was  supported  from 
the  purest  enthusiam  and  the  most  unselfish  principles  of 
duty.  Who  can  doubt  but  that  the  loyalty  of  Pisa  and  Pa  via 
to  the  Imperial  cause  was  as  true  and  ennobling  a  feeling  as 
any  that  roused  their  foes  for  the  Holy  Church  and  the 
liberties  of  Milan?  And  the  chiefs  on  either  side  alike 
displayed  the  surest  proof  of  true  nobility ;  they  were 
greatest  in  the  hour  of  adversity.  Never  was  the  spirit  of 
Hildebrand  or  of  Alexander  more  unbroken  than  when  they 
marched  forth  to  exile  ;  never  were  their  claims  more  lofty 
than  when  all  the  powers  of  earth  seemed  arrayed  against 
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them.  Henry  indeed  was  unworthy  of  his  cause ;  but  the 
spirit  of  Innocent  himself  was  not  more  truly  lordly  than 
that  of  the  Caesars  of  Hohenstaufen.  Frederick  the  Second, 
deposed  and  excommunicated,  branded  as  a  tyrant  and  a 
heretic,  brought  forth  the  diadems  of  all  his  realms,  and 
dared  the  world  to  touch  the  heirlooms  of  Augustus  and  of 
Charles  the  Great.  But  he  had  his  vices  and  his  weaknesses. 
The  meteoric  splendours  of  his  course  must  pale  before  the 
steady  and  enduring  glory  of  his  illustrious  grandfather. 
Few  characters  in  history  can  awaken  a  warmer  feeling  of 
sympathy  than  the  indomitable  Barbarossa.  He  might  be 
hard,  while  opposition  lasted,  to  an  extent  which  our  age 
justly  brands  as  cruelty  ;  yet  his  untiring  devotion  to  claims 
which  he  deemed  founded  on  eternal  right,  his  resolution 
while  the  struggle  lasted,  his  faithfulness*  to  his  engagements 
even  in  the  hour  of  triumph,  are  qualities  only  less  honour- 
able than  the  prudence  and  generosity  with  which,  when 
the  day  had  finally  turned  against  him,  he  ac(;epted  a 
destiny  which  he  could  no  longer  withstand,  with  which 
he  threw  himself  honestly  into  altered  circumstances,  and 
dwelled  as  an  ally  where  he  was  no  longer  accepted  as 
a  master.  Yet  who  can  fail  to  do  equal  honour  to  the 
no  less  noble  spirits  who  won  the  victory  against  him  ? 
Cold  indeed  must  be  the  heart  which  could  refuse  to  beat 
in  concert  with  that  burst  of  zeal  for  Church  and  freedom 
which  scattered  the  chivalry  of  Swabia  before  the  charge 
of  the  Company  of  Death,t  and  drove  the  Emperor  of  the 
Komans,  the  King  of  Germany  and  Italy,  to  seek  safety 
in  ignominious  flight  before  the  armed  burghers  of  a 
rebellious  city. 

*  A  single  breach  of  faith  is  all  that  has  ever  been  alleged  against 
Frederick  during  the  whole  of  this  long  struggle.  (See  Sismondi,  ii.  211^ 
272.)  In  the  age  of  Henry  the  Second  and  Philip  Augustus,  this  is 
really  no  slight  praise  for  a  prince  whose  good  faith  was  so  often  and  so 
severely  tried. 

[My  reference  here  was  to  Frederick's  breach  of  faith  at  the  siege  of 
Alessandria,  of  which  1  have  said  something  in  my  former  series,  p.  276.] 

t  At  the  Battle  of  Legnano,  a.d.  1176.     (See  Sismondi,  ii.  219,  221.) 
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In  one  part  of  the  field  indeed  the  scene  puts  on  another 
character.  Sicilian  history  hardly  forms  part  of  the  history 
of  Italy,  though  it  is  closely  connected  with  it.  This  is  true 
even  of  the  continental,  and  much  more  so  of  the  insular 
kingdom.  Neither  presents  the  ordinary  phaenomena  of 
Italian  history.  Neither  formed  part  of  the  Western  Empire 
or  of  the  Kingdom  of  Italy.  While  Henry  the  Third  held 
a  nearly  absolute  sway  over  his  German  and  Italian  realms, 
the  greater  part  of  the  modern  Neapolitan  kingdom  still 
obeyed  the  throne  of  Constantinople,  and  the  island  of  Sicily 
was  still  numbered  among  the  possessions  of  the  Arabian 
Prophet.  The  earliest  Italian  commonwealths,  Naples, 
Gaeta,  and  Amalfi,  arose  indeed  in  what  afterwards  became 
Sicilian  territory ;  there  was  even,  after  the  death  of 
Frederick  the  Second,  a  short  republican  period  in  Sicily 
itself;  but  neither  country  developed  any  lasting  system 
of  commonwealths,  like  those  of  Lombardy  and  Tuscany. 
Their  position  is  rather  analogous  to  that  of  those  great 
fiefs  at  the  other  end  of  Italy  which  have  grown  up  into 
the  modern  kingdom  of  Sardinia.*  Both  have  much  more 
in  common  with  the  feudal  states  in  other  parts  of  Europe 
than  with  other  Italian  governments,  whether  republican  or 
tyrannical.  During  the  whole  period  with  which  we  are 
concerned,  both  the  Sicilies  possessed  hereditary  monarchs 
and  a  feudal  nobility.  They  were  indeed  torn  by  civil  wars 
and  revolutions,  but  the  object  of  the  struggle  was  always  to 
put  one  King  in  the  room  of  another,  not  to  put  freedom  in 
the  room  of  both. 

Still  it  could  hardly  fail  that  the  divisions  and  revolutions 
of  Sicily  should,  as  it  were,  group  themselves  under  the 
two  great  parties  which  divided  the  rest  of  Italy.  Their 
history  shows  us  a  peculiar  and  instructive  modification  of 
the  controversy  between  Guelf  and  Ghibelin.  It  took  the 
form  which  was  naturally  impressed  upon  it  by  the  monarchic 
traditions  of  the  country.      What  was  in  northern  Italy  a 

*  [This  was  written,  it  must  be  remembered,  before  Piedmont  bad 
grown  into  Italy,  even  before  it  bad  recovered  Milan.] 
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strife  of  principles  became  in  the  south  a  mere  struggle 
between  nations  and  dynasties — between  the  house  of 
Hohenstaufen  and  the  house  of  Anjou — in  the  end  between 
the  power  of  Spain  and  the  poM'er  of  France.  The  strife 
which  began  between  Manfred  of  Swabia  and  Charles  of 
Anjou  is  carried  on  at  intervals  down  to  the  days  of  Charles 
of  Austria  and  Francis  of  Valois.  The  claims  of  the  old 
Imperial  family  pass  away  into  the  line  of  Aragon,  till  the 
remote  descendant  of  that  line  is  again  enabled  to  back 
them  with  the  majesty  of  the  Eoman  Empire  and  with 
the  more  real  might  of  Burgundy  and  Castile.  In  the 
earlier  stages  of  the  conflict  it  differs  from  the  form  which 
it  took  in  Northern  Italy,  inasmuch  as  one  side  alone  can 
enlist  our  sympathies.  We  may  be  balanced  in  our  regard 
between  Hildebrand  and  Henry,  between  Alexander  and 
Frederick,  but  every  heart  must  beat  for  Manfred  and 
Conradin  and  Frederick  of  Aragon  against  the  foreign 
tyrants  and  hireling  Pontiffs  with  whom  they  struggled. 
Yet  small  indeed  was  the  lasting  good  which  arose  even 
from  the  righteous  and  heroic  conflict  Avhich  delivered 
insular  Sicily  from  her  foreign  masters.  Sicily  cast  off  the 
yoke,  but  it  was  only  by  the  fatal  help  of  the  stranger. 
The  vesper-bell  of  Palermo  rang  the  knell  of  French 
domination,  but  it  summoned  the  more  lasting  oppressor  of 
Aragon  to  take  possession  of  the  spoil.  One  wise  and  valiant 
ruler  did  Sicily  gain  from  the  foreign  stock :  the  noble 
Frederick  threw  himself  honestly  into  her  cause,  and 
ruled  her  as  her  native  sovereign.  But  his  line  died  out  in 
a  succession  oi faineants,  and  their  foreign  kinsman  pre- 
sently grasped  the  opportunity  of  joining  the  island  to 
his  ancestral  kingdom.  Naples  and  Sicily  alike  failed  of 
the  highest  glory  and  happiness  ;  but  the  contrast  of  their 
destiny  was  strange.  Sicily,  which  cast  off  the  yoke  of  the 
Angevin,  sank  first  into  utter  insignificance,  and  then  into 
the  deadening  position  of  a  subject  province.  Naples, 
which  patiently  bore  his  tyranny,  though  torn  by  civil  wars 
and  disputed  successions,  still  kept  for  two  centuries  and  a 
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half  an  independent  place  among  the  powers  of  Europe,  an 
important,  sometimes  a  dominant,  place  among  those  of  Italy. 
Coming  back  to  our  more  general  subject,  wo  may  mark 
that,  during  the  whole  of  the  first  pair  of  parallel  periods, 
both  in  Greece  and  Italy,  there  is  little  difficulty  in  remem- 
bering the  political  and  military  relations  of  the  several 
states.  It  is  throughout  a  strife  of  principles ;  each  city 
acts  according  to  an  attachment  of  long  standing  to  the 
Athenian  or  the  Lacedaemonian  alliance,  to  the  cause  of  the 
Church  or  of  the  Emj)ire,  Corinth  leagued  with  Athens 
or  Plataia  with  Sparta,  Florence  false  to  the  cause  of  freedom 
or  Pisa  forsaking  the  Imperial  eagles,  would  be  something 
little  less  than  a  contradiction  in  terms.  How  thoroughly 
Greece  was  divided  between  the  two  great  political  ideas 
which  were  embodied  in  Athens  and  Sparta  is  best  shown  in 
the  fruitless  attempt  made  by  the  Spartan  allies,  in  a  moment 
of  pique,  to  put  together  confederacies  upon  other  jjrinciples. 
All  the  intrigues  of  Alkibiades,  in  the  period  which  im- 
mediately followed  the  Peace  of  Nikias,  did  but  bring  about 
a  temporary  confusion  ;  the  cities  speedily  settled  themselves 
again  in  their  old  positions  as  followers  of  the  two  ruling 
states.  The  neutral  Argos  was  indeed  won  to  the  side  of 
Athens,  but  no  member  of  the  rival  confederacy  permanently 
fell  away.  If  any  seeming  exceptions  are  found,  if  cities 
suddenly  changed  their  policy,  it  only  shows  how  deeply 
the  contending  principles  had  in  each  case  divided  the 
national  mind.  Men  often  loved  their  party  better  than 
their  city,  and  they  often  forced  their  city  to  shape  its  policy 
to  meet  the  interests  of  their  party.  Such  a  change  implies 
no  fickleness,  no  change  of  sentiment  in  an  existing  govern- 
ment :  it  bespeaks  an  internal  revolution  which  has  placed 
in  other  hands  the  guidance  of  the  policy  of  the  state.  The 
oligarchs  are  triumphant  or  the  people  have  won  the  victory ; 
the  Ghibelin  has  vanquished  the  Guelf  or  the  Guelf  has 
avenged  his  wrongs  upon  the  Ghibelin ;  the  haughty  leader 
at  least  exchanges  places  with  the  homeless  exile,  even  if 
no  sterner  doom  is  the  penalty  for  the  evil  deeds  of  his  own 
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day  of  triumph.  Does  Korkyra  open  her  harbours  to  the 
Athenian  fleet  which  her  rulers  have  so  lately  driven  from 
her  shores  ?  It^  is  because  the  people  have  won  the  day, 
and  have  taken  a  fearful  vengeance  upon  sacrilege  and 
oppression.  Does  the  banner  of  Manfred  float  on  the  walls 
of  that  Florence  which  was  so  lately  the  chosen  citadel  of 
the  Guelf  ?  The  field  of  Arbia  has  been  won,  and  Farinata 
has  saved  his  country  from  her  doom,  though  the  good  deed 
may  not  deliver  himself  from  his  burning  grave.  Till  the 
power  of  Athens  is  broken  at  Aigospotamos  and  the  insolence 
of  Sparta  loses  her  the  affections  of  her  allies — till  Koman 
Csesars  sink  into  heads  of  a  Germanic  Federation  and 
Eoman  Pontiffs  into  tools  of  the  Kings  of  France — this 
fixedness  of  purpose  in  parties  and  commonwealths  prevails 
through  both  the  analogous  periods,  and  renders  their  study 
far  more  fascinating  and  far  less  perplexing  than  that  of  the 
times  which  immediately  follow  them. 

In  the  next  period  this  steadiness  of  principles  is  alto- 
gether lost;  wars  and  alliances  are  begun  and  broken  off 
according  to  the  immediate  interest  of  the  moment ;  instead 
of  two  parties  ranged  permanently  and  consistently  under 
their  several  leaders,  we  behold  an  ever-shifting  scene  in 
which  Sparta,  Athens,  Thebes,  Corinth,  Elis,  and  Mantineia, 
or  Eome,  Milan,  Venice,  Naples,  Florence,  and  Genoa,  figure 
in  every  possible  variety  of  friendship  and  enmity.  In 
Greece  the  old  ruling  states  become  thoroughly  worn  out, 
and  new  powers  flash  across  the  scene  with  meteoric  brilliancy. 
Athens  becomes  materially,  and  Sparta  morally,  incapable 
of  acting  as  leader  of  a  great  confederacy.  The  genius  and 
virtue  of  Epameinondas  raise  Thebes  to  a  momentary  great- 
ness, but  they  prove  only  how  much  and  how  little  even  the 
best  and  greatest  of  men  can  do  to  raise  a  state  whose  citizens 
at  large  are  not  animated  by  his  spirit.  Lykomedes  does 
the  same,  on  a  smaller  scale,  for  Arkadia ;  Philomelos,  in  a 
less  worthy  cause,  for  Phokis ;  while  the  Man  of  Macedon 
looks  on,  steadily  waiting  for  the  moment  when  internal 
discord  shall  at  last  place  the  prize  within  his  grasp.     So 
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too  in  the  later  parallel.  The  Empire  well  nigh  withdraws 
from  the  scene,  and  it  had  been  well  for  the  reputation  of 
the  Church  if  she  had  withdrawn  also.  Many  Kings  of  the 
Romans  were  content  to  reign  in  Germany  alone,  and  forsook 
Italy  altogether.  Some  of  the  noblest,  as  Rudolf  and  Albert 
the  Second,  never  even  claimed  the  rite  which  should  invest 
them  with  the  rank  of  Emperor.  Of  those  who  did  cross 
the  Alps,  Henry  of  Liizelburg  was  the  only  one  who  crossed 
them  for  any  other  purpose  than  to  expose  himself  and  his 
authority  to  contempt.  The  papacy  sinks  through  three 
successive  stages  of  degradation.  The  Babylonish  captivity 
of  Avignon  removed  the  Roman  Pontiff  from  his  native  seat, 
and  changed  the  Vice-gerent  of  Christ  into  the  despised 
hireling  of  a  French  master.  The  Great  Schism  showed 
the  world  the  spectacle  of  a  spiritual  sovereignty  contested, 
like  a  temporal  throne,  between  selfish  and  worthless  dis- 
putants. At  last  the  gap  is  healed,  and  Rome  again  receives 
her  Pontiffs ;  but  she  receives  them  only  that  men  might 
see  the  successors  of  Hildebrand  and  Innocent  in  the 
character  of  worldly  and  profligate  Italian  princes,  bent  only 
on  the  aggrandizement  of  their  families  or,  at  best,  on 
making  good  the  pettiest  temporal  claims  of  the  Holy  See. 
Venice  is  following  her  schemes  of  crooked  policy,  only 
beginning  to  be  redeemed  by  her  nobler  character  as 

'  Europe's  bulwark  'gainst  the  Ottomite.' 

Milan,  once  the  chosen  home  of  freedom,  is  ground  down 
beneath  the  vilest  of  tyrannies.  Genoa  tossed  by  endless 
revolutions,  is  glad  to  throw  herself  into  the  arms  of  any 
despot  who  can  ensure  an  hour  of  repose.  Florence  alone 
is  left ;  but  the  noblest  laurels  of  the  Guelf  city  are  now 
won  in  strife  against  a  hostile  Pontiff,  and  the  eight  Saints 
of  the  War  are  canonized  by  the  voice  of  their  country  for 
withstanding  the  power  to  whose  cause  their  fathers  had 
been  devoted.  At  last  her  hour  comes ;  she  sinks,  gradually 
and  well  nigh  willingly,  under  the  gilded  tyranny  of  citizens, 
Guelfs,  and  plebeians.     Her  ancient  glories  are  past,  her  last 


28  ANCIENT  GREECE  [Essay 

dying  glory  is  yet  to  come ;  but  lier  degradation  under 
Medicean  rule  might  have  moved  her  own  poet  to  pity 
rather  than  to  indignation.  War  is  as  endless,  and  it  is 
yet  more  relentless  than  in  earlier  times ;  but  it  has  lost  its 
redeeming  and  ennobling  features.  Athens  and  Florence 
alike  have  ceased  to  be  defended  by  the  arms  of  their  own 
citizens.  Hireling  banditti,  without  a  cause  and  without  a 
country,  sell  themselves  to  the  highest  bidder,  and  commonly 
prove  a  greater  curse  to  those  whom  they  profess  to  defend 
than  to  those  against  whom  they  are  paid  to  wage  warfare. 
Each  land  is  speedily  ripening  for  foreign  bondage  ;  each  is 
ready  to  become  the  battle-field  of  foreign  quarrels  fought 
out  upon  her  soil — quarrels  which  might  now  and  then 
awaken  a  momentary  interest,  but  which  could  never  appeal 
to  those  high  and  ennobling  feelings  which  were  called  forth 
by  the  warfare  of  an  elder  time. 

What  the  struggles  between  the  successors  of  Alexander 
were  to  Greece  the  wars  of  the  early  part  of  the  sixteenth 
century  were  to  Italy.  The  part  of  Polysperchon,  Kassan- 
dros,  Demetrios,  and  Antigonos  was  acted  over  again  in  all 
its  fulness  by  Charles  and  Lewis  and  Ferdinand,  and  that 
Francis  and  that  other  Charles  who  have  won  for  themselves 
a  fame  which  has  been  unfairly  denied  to  their  victims. 
During  this  period  all  traces  of  consistency,  almost  all  traces 
of  patriotism,  are  lost.  The  names  of  Guelf  and  G-hibelin 
indeed  are  still  heard,  but  they  now  carry  with  them  no  more 
of  meaning  than  the  Shanavests  and  Caravats  of  a  nearer 
field  of  discord.  For  the  nobler  feelings  which  they  once 
embodied  there  could  indeed  be  no  room,  now  that  every 
question  was  decided  by  the  mere  brute  force  of  the  stranger. 
The  Macedonian  plunderers  could  set  forth  no  claim  of  right, 
not  even  the  shallow  blind  of  family  or  dynastic  pretensions. 
Each  competitor  laid  hands  on  whatever  came  in  his  way, 
and  kept  it  till  the  law  of  the  stronger  adjudged  the  right  to 
some  more  fortunate  claimant.  The  subtler  diplomacy  of 
modern  Europe  helped  the  competitors  in  the  later  struggle 
to   words   and  forms  of  legalized  wickedness    which   their 
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elder  brethren  might  perchance  have  envied,  perchance  have 
honestly  despised.  When  a  French  prince  laid  waste  a  pro- 
vince or  slanghtered  the  garrison  of  a  city,  it  was  because 
his  great-grandmotlier  had  drawn  her  first  breath  beneath 
its  sky,  and  had  handed  on  to  him  tlie  right,  thus  strangely 
exercised,  to  be  its  lawful  governor  and  protoctcjr.  When 
Charles  of  Austria  handed  over  city  after  city  to  a  more 
ruthless  and  more  lasting  scourge,  when  for  months  and 
months  every  atrocity  which  earth  or  hell  could  devise  was 
dealt  out  to  the  wretched  people  of  Rome  and  Milan,  it  was 
all  in  support  of  the  just  rights  of  their  King  and  Emperor ; 
the  Majesty  of  Caesar  could  not  allow  that  claims  should  be 
any  longer  trampled  on  which  in  most  cases  had  slept  since 
the  days  of  the  Hohenstaufeu.  But  even  such  pretexts  as 
these  were  wanting  to  the  insatiable  and  perfidious  ambition 
of  that  Caesar's  grandfather.  Kassandros  or  Ptolemy  Kerau- 
nos  could  hardly  have  devised  a  more  unprovoked  and 
flagrant  wrong  than  when  the  Catholic  King  parted  out 
by  treaty  with  his  Most  Christian  brother  the  territories  of 
his  own  ally  and  kinsman  of  Naples ;  when  he  lulled  to 
sleep  the  suspicions  of  his  victim  till  the  blow  could  be 
effectually  struck ;  when  he  at  last  turned  his  arms  against 
his  partner  in  evil,  and  carried  off  the  whole  spoil,  without 
even  a  shadow  of  right,  from  him  who  could  at  least  bring- 
forward  some  worn-out  genealogy  to  justify  his  share  in  the 
wrong.  And  it  is  with  a  feeling,  in  some  sort,  of  yet  deeper 
indignation  that  we  see  the  lance  of  the  free  Switzer  too  often 
levelled  in  warfare  hardly  more  righteous  than  that  of  Aus- 
trian, French  and  Spanish  tyrants.  The  boasted  age  of 
Francis  the  First  and  Leo  the  Tenth  is  to  the  lover  of  right 
and  freedom  simply  an  age  of  well  nigh  unmixed  evil,  of  evil 
even  more  unmixed  than  the  warfare  of  the  Successors  them- 
selves. The  wars  of  Italy  afford  no  such  relief  as  the  earliest 
and  best  days  of  Demetrios,  when,  before  his  head  was  tiu-ned 
by  flattery  and  indulgence,  he  eagerly  caught  at  the  title  of 
the  chosen  head  of  independent  Greece.  No  province  handed 
over  to  Spanish  or  Medicean  rule  underwent  so  mild  a  des- 
tiny as  Egypt  under  the  early  Ptolemies,  or  even  as  Macedonia 
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under  some  of  her  better  Kings.  Both  pictures  show  forth 
human  nature  in  its  darkest  colours  ;  selfishness,  cruelty,  and 
treachery  stalk  forth  undisturbed  in  each ;  but  it  must  be 
confessed  that,  as  far  as  Kings  and  princes  are  concerned, 
the  advantage  is  on  the  side  of  the  earlier  chamber  of  horrors. 
The  upstart  brigands  of  Macedonia  do  not,  with  all  their 
crimes,  show  themselves  in  hues  quite  so  dark  as  the  chiefs 
of  the  Holy  Koman  Empire,  as  the  Eldest  Sons  of  the 
Church,  as  the  leaders  of  that  Castilian  chivalry  which 
boasted  of  overcoming  the  Moslem  at  home  and  the  idolater 
beyond  the  Ocean. 

But  in  both  pictures,  among  all  the  crimes  of  foreign 
oppressors,  a  gleam  of  native  virtue  shines  forth.  In  Italy 
it  sheds  a  ray  of  light  over  the  darkest  gloom  of  bondage  ; 
in  Greece  it  is  like  a  short  polar  day  between  her  first  and 
her  last  night  of  overthrow.  Florence,  so  long  the  nearest 
parallel  to  Athens,  holds,  in  her  latest  days,  a  place  which 
rather  answers  to  that  of  the  Achaian  League.  The  last 
time  of  freedom  at  Florence  came  in  the  darkest  days  of 
Italy  ;  it  even  had  its  birth  in  the  greatest  of  national  mis- 
fortunes. The  invasion  of  Charles  the  Eighth  led  to  the 
first,  the  sack  of  Eome  to  the  second,  driving  out  of  the 
Medici.  During  the  first  short  interval,  she  enjoyed  a  truer 
freedom  and  more  of  domestic  peace  than  she  had  known  in 
the  proudest  days  of  her  former  greatness ;  during  the  second, 
she  defied  the  power  of  Pope  and  Emperor,  who  forgot  their 
quarrels  to  destroy  a  freedom  hateful  to  both  alike.  She 
fell  only  when  a  single  city,  without  an  ally  at  home  or 
abroad,  could  no  longer  stand,  in  the  mere  strength  of  truth 
and  right,  against  the  spiritual  thunders  of  the  Pontiff  and 
the  secular  arm  of  the  mightiest  potentate  in  Europe. 
Achaia  ran  a  longer  course,  but  she  ended  by  a  less  noble 
fate.  The  better  days  of  Aratos  wrought  more  of  lasting 
good  than  the  gonfaloniership  of  Soderini ;  but  the  devotion 
of '  lily  to  lily,'  unreasonable  and  unrequited  as  it  was,  never 
betrayed  Florence  into  such  deeds  of  treason  as  disgraced 
his  later  years.  Florence  never  swerved  :  but  the  deliverer 
of  Sikyon  and  Corinth  undid  his  own  work  ;  lie  betrayed 
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Greece  to  the  Macedonian  whom  he  had  driven  out,  because 
a  worthier  than  himself  had  arisen  to  contest  her  champion- 
ship with  him.  If  Italy  gave  birth  to  no  Agis  and  no 
Kleomenes,  the  fame  of  her  last  bulwark  is  not  tarnished  by 
a  surrender  of  Corinth  or  by  a  victory  of  Sellasia.  Florence 
fell  at  once  and  gloriously,  the  last  blow  in  the  general  over- 
throw of  Italy  ;  Achaia  stooped  to  drag  on  a  feeble  and 
lingering  life  under  the  degrading  patronage  of  Macedonia 
and  Eome.  The  course  of  both  lands  seemed  to  have  been 
run  ;  one  indeed  lived  on,  led  captive  her  conquerors,  and 
ruled  in  their  name  for  a  thousand  years.  The  cannon  and 
the  scimitar  of  Mahomet  at  last  wrought  a  conquest  more 
thorough  than  the  pilum  and  broadsword  of  Mummius.  A 
yoke  which  could  not  be  lightened  has  since  been  rent 
asunder :  the  very  soil  of  Marathon  and  Thermopylai  has 
again  been  dyed  with  the  blood  of  vanquished  Barbarians ; 
Mesolongi  has  outdone  the  fame  of  Eira  and  Plataia ;  and 
Greece,  amid  cruel  difficulties  and  more  cruel  calumnies, 
has  again  taken  her  place  among  the  nations.  Must  we 
deem  that  the  last  struggle  of  the  sister  peninsula  has  been 
made  in  vain  ?  that  the  elder  two-headed  bird  of  prey  must 
tear  at  his  will  the  entrails  of  Milan  and  of  Venice,  and  his 
younger  single-headed  brother  gorge  himself  for  ever  with 
the  blood  of  Rome  ?  Will  force  for  ever  trample  upon  right  ? 
or  must  we  deem  that  there  is  something  in  the  yoke  of 
Habsburg  even  more  grinding,  deadening,  and  corrupting 
than  in  that  of  the  barbarian  infidel  himself  ?  * 

*  [The  vehemence  with  which  I  wrote  fifteen  years  ago  seems  almost 
amusing  when  we  think  how  utterly  the  state  of  things  which  called  it 
forth  has  passed  away.  Of  the  two  birds  of  prey  one  has  ceased  to  be  a 
bird  of  prey,  the  other  has  had  his  claws  cut  at  least  for  a  season.  But 
the  mention  of  the  two-headed  eagle  leads  to  the  remark  that  it  would  be 
well  if  the  Hungarian  Kir.g  and  Austrian  Archduke  would  give  up  an 
ensign  to  which  he  has  no  kind  of  right,  and  which  constantly  leads  people 
astray.  Many  people  fancy  that  the  two-headed  eagle,  and  not  the  lion, 
is  the  bearing  of  Austria,  and  thence  they  are  led  to  go  on  to  cry  out 
*  Austria '  whenever  they  see  a  two-headed  eagle.  At  the  same  time  it 
must  be  remembered  that  the  two  heads  of  the  Imperial  bird  were  a  com- 
paratively modern  innovation.     1873.]  [Since 
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An  incidental  reference  in  the  last  paragraph  may  suggest 
a  third  form  of  our  comparison,  but  one  which  it  is  even  less 
safe  to  press  into  minute  particulars  than  either  of  the  others. 
This  is  the  analogy  between  the  position  and  destinies  of 
particular  cities.  Florence,  the  great  democracy  of  Italy, 
bears  undoubtedly  a  general  analogy  to  Athens,  the  great 
democracy  of  Greece.  From  the  thirteenth  century  onward, 
we  can  hardly  help  looking  at  Italian  affairs  from  a  Florentine 
point  of  view,  just  as  we  look  at  Greek  affairs  from  an  Athenian 
point  of  view.  The  oligarchy  of  Sparta  may  suggest  a 
fainter  likeness  to  the  oligarchy  of  Venice.  Sismondi  likens 
the  momentary  greatness  of  Thebes  under  Epameinondas. 
A  still  fainter  likeness  may  suggest  itself  in  the  position 
among  a  system  of  neighbouring  commonwealths,  of  the 
monarchy  of  Macedonia  and  the  monarchy  of  Naples.*  But 
in  this  part  of  our  subject  especially,  the  comparison  will  be 
found  more  instructive  in  points  of  difference  than  in  points 
of  agreement.  Macedonia  was  a  state  at  least  half  Barbarian, 
though  it  was  ruled  by  Hellenic  Kings ;  Naples  was  an 
Italian  land  whose  Kings  were,  by  descent  at  least,  Bar- 
barians. Epameinondas  was  the  leader  of  a  free  demo- 
cracy ;  Castruccio  was  a  Tyrant,  though  a  Tyrant  undoubtedly 
of  the  nobler  sort.  The  oligarchy  of  Sparta  was  born  from 
the  intrusion  of  a  conquering  race  :  the  oligarchy  of  Venice 
gradually  arose  among  a  people  who  had  started  on  equal 

[Since  then  things  have  taken  another  turn.  The  south-eastern  peninsula 
has  now  to  guard  against  the  assaults  of  the  Hungarian  King,  while  one  part 
of  it  has  its  best  hopes  of  deliverance  in  the  friendship  of  France.     1879.] 

*  The  states  of  Savoy  would  be  a  closer  parallel,  both  in  their  geo- 
graphical position  and  in  their  only  half  Italian  character.  The  Burgundian 
Count  has  moved  downwards  upon  Lombardy  and  Genoa,  much  as  the 
Macedonian  moved  down  upon  Amphipolis  and  Thessaly.  But  unlike  the 
Macedonian,  he  has  left  the  greater  \  art  of  his  older  dominions  behind  him. 
But  Savoy  was  of  so  little  account  in  Italy  during  Italy's  best  days  that  it 
is  hardly  needful  to  enter  on  the  comparison. 

[This  was  how  matters  struck  me  when  the  Duke  of  Savoy  and  Prince  of 
Piedmont  reigned  on'both  sides  of  the  Alps.  The  process  by  which  tlie  House 
of  Savoy  has,  ever  since  the  sixteenth  century,  gone  on  losing  Burgundian 
and  gaining  Italian  territory  has  since  been  carried  out  in  all  its  fulness.] 
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terms  from  a  common  stock.  Sparta  was  great  while  she 
abode  on  the  mainland :  she  failed  when  she  attempted 
distant  and  maritime  conquest.  Venice  was  essentially 
maritime  and  colonizing,  and  she  never  erred  so  deeply  as 
when  she  set  up  for  a  continental  power.  But  some  of  the 
points  of  the  two  great  oligarchic  constitutions  may  be  profit- 
ably compared.  The  analogy  between  the  Spartan  King 
and  the  Venetian  Doge  is  striking  indeed.  Our  first  impulse 
is  to  underrate  the  importance  of  both  princes  in  their  re- 
spective commonwealths.  We  are  led  to  compare  the  Duke 
of  Venice  with  the  Duke  of  Milan,  to  compare  the  King  of 
the  Lacedaemonians  with  the  King  of  Macedon,  or  even  with 
the  Great  King  himself.  A  prince  fettered  by  countless 
restrictions,  a  prince  liable  to  deposition,  fine,  exile,  or  even 
death,  seems  to  be  no  prince  at  all.  He  sinks  below  the 
level  of  a  Florentine  Prior,  almost  down  to  that  of  an 
Athenian  Archon.  Looked  at  as  princes,  the  Spartan  King 
and  the  Venetian  Doge  may  indeed  seem  contemptible  ;  but, 
looked  at  as  republican  magistrates,  they  filled  a  more  com- 
manding position  than  any  other  republican  magistrates  in 
Greece  or  Italy.  No  Greek  save  a  Spartan  Herakleid  was 
born  to  the  permanent  command  of  his  country's  armies  ;  no 
other  was  born  to  a  place  in  her  Senate  which  needed  no 
popular  renewal  and  could  be  forfeited  only  by  treason 
against  the  state.  No  Italian  citizen  save  the  Venetian 
Duke  was  chosen  to  a  position  which  clothed  him  for  life  at 
once  with  an  honorary  precedence,  and  with  an  important 
voice,  if  nothing  more,  in  the  direction  of  public  affairs. 
The  legal  authority  of  the  King  or  the  Doge  was  most 
narrowly  limited,  but  his  opportunities  of  gaining  influence 
were  unrivalled.  Holding  a  permanent  position,  while  other 
magistrates  were  changed  around  him,  a  King  or  Doge  of 
any  ability  could  win  for  himself  a  personal  authority  far 
beyond  any  which  belonged  to  his  ofSce.  He  could  not 
indeed  command,  but  he  could  always  advise,  and  his  advice 
was  very  often  followed.  We  find  therefore  that  the  personal 
character  of  Kings  and  Doges  was  by  no  means  so  unimportant 
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as  the  narrow  range  of  their  legal  powers  might  at  first  lead 
us  to  think,  A  yigorous  prince,  an  Agesilaos  or  a  Francesco 
Foscari,  might,  during  the  course  of  a  long  reign,  gain  an 
influence  over  the  counsels  of  the  rej)ublic  which  Avas  not 
within  the  reach  of  any  other  citizen,  and  which  made  him 
virtually,  as  well  as  in  name,  the  sovereign  of  his  country. 

Enough  has  perhaps  been  said  to  show  that  between  the 
general  position  and  the  general  course  of  events  in  ancient 
Greece  and  in  mediaeval  Italy  the  parallel  is  as  near  as  any 
historical  parallel  is  ever  likely  to  be.  It  only  remains  to 
make  the  likeness  still  nearer  by  pointing  out  the  special 
diversities  which  it  is  easy  to  see  between  the  two. 

Nearly  all  of  these  diversities  spring  from  the  same  source. 
In  Greece  everything  was  fresh  and  original,  while  the  con- 
dition of  mediaeval  Italy  was  essentially  based  upon  an 
earlier  state  of  things.  Greece  was  the  first  country  which 
reached  anything  worthy  of  the  name  of  civilization,  if  by 
that  word  we  understand,  not  the  pomp  and  luxury  of  kingly 
or  priestly  despots,  but  the  real  cultivation  of  man's  intel- 
lectual and  political  powers.  The  history  of  Greece  springs 
out  of  a  mythical  chaos,  out  of  which  we  can  at  least  learn 
thus  much,  that  all  that  made  the  greatness  of  the  nation 
was  strictly  of  native  birth.  No  earlier  or  foreign  system 
underlies  the  historical  civilization  of  Hellas :  what  is  not 
strictly  immemorial  is  no  less  strictly  self-developed.  No 
one  capable  of  any  historical  criticism  will  now  put  faith  in 
those  tales  of  Barbarian  settlements  in  Greece  of  which 
Homer  at  least  had  never  heard.  No  one  possessed  of  any 
{esthetic  perception  will  derive  the  glorious  forms  of  Doric 
and  Attic  skill  from  the  heavy  columns  and  lifeless  idols 
reared  by  the  adorers  of  apes  and  onions.*  The  pure 
mythology   of  the  Iliad   is   indeed  akin   to   the   splendid 

*  [As  matters  stood  in  1857,  the  argument  in  the  text  is  perfectlj'  sound. 
Later  inquiries  of  quite  another  kind  have  made  a  certain  barbaric  in- 
fluence in  Greece  more  likely  tlian  it  then  seemed.  But  the  question  is  too 
long  to  discuss  here.     18'i  9.] 
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fictions  of  Hindostan  and  Scandinavia,  but  no  one  who  has 
a  heart  to  feel  or  a  mind  to  understand  will  trace  it  to  the 
follies  of  Egyptian  or  to  the  abominations  of  tSemitic  idolatry. 
But  in  mediaeval  Italy  nothing  is  strictly  original ;  politics, 
religion,  literature,  and  art  are  all  developements  or  repro- 
ductions of  something  which  had  existed  in  earlier  times. 
Others  laboured,  and  she  entered  into  their  labours;  she 
succeeded  to  the  good  and  the  evil  of  two,  we  might  perhaps 
say  of  three,  earlier  systems.  Her  political  institutions  rose 
out  of  the  feudalism  which  had  overshadowed  the  Eoman 
Empire,  just  as  the  Koman  Empire  had  itself  arisen  from 
the  gradual  fusion  of  the  independent  states  of  prima3val 
Italy.  The  Greek  system  was  the  first  of  its  class ;  that  of 
mediaeval  Italy  was  in  some  sort  a  return  to  that  of  times 
before  Eoman  supremacy  began.  It  carries  us  back  to  the 
days  when  twelve  cities  of  Etruria  gathered  under  the 
banner  of  Lars  Porsena,  and  thirty  cities  of  Latium  under 
the  banner  of  the  Tusculan  Mamilius,  to  humble  the  upstart 
asylum  of  shepherd  and  bandits  which  had  encroached  upon 
their  immemorial  dignity.  Even  in  this  primaeval  Italy 
town-autonomy  was  far  less  perfectly  developed  than  in 
contemporary  Greece ;  in  mediaeval  Italy  we  see  only  its 
revival,  and  a  revival  modified  by  the  events  of  fifteen 
intervening  centuries. 

The  grand  distinguishing  feature  between  the  two  systems 
is  that  over  the  whole  period  of  Italian  freedom  there  still 
hung  the  great,  though  shadowy,  conception  of  the  Eoman 
Empire.*  To  this  there  is  nothing  analogous  in  the  Hel- 
lenic prototype.  The  sovereign  independence  of  the  Grecian 
cities  is  strictly  immemorial.  No  time  can  be  pointed  out 
when  every  town  did  not  at  least  pretend,  though  power 
might  often  fail  to  support  the  pretension,  to  a  distinct  poli- 
tical being.     The  several  cities  arise  out  of  the  mythical 

*  [All  this  has  since  been  worked  out  more  fully  both  in  Mr.  Bryce's 
Essay  and  in  my  own  remarks  on  it  in  my  former  series.  But  I  leave 
the  passage  pretty  much  as  I  first  wrote  it,  to  show  how  things  had  struck 
me  before  Mr.  Bryce's  Essay  appeared.] 
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darkness  in  the  shape  of  sovereign  states,  each  governed  by 
its  independent  King,  soon  to  be  exchanged  for  its  inde- 
pendent commonwealth.  The  dynasty  represented  by  the 
names  of  Atreus  and  Agamemnon  probably  exercised  a  kind 
of  suzerainty  over  the  whole  of  Peloponnesos  ;  but  this  seems 
to  have  been  a  mere  passing  domination  ;  everything  tells 
against  the  notion  of  the  separate  Grecian  commonwealths 
being  fragments  of  an  earlier  Grecian  empire.  But  in  the 
mediaeval  parallel  the  case  is  conspicuously  reversed.  The 
separate  Italian  commonwealths  were  essentially  fragments 
of  an  earlier  Italian  empire.  The  republics  of  Lombardy  and 
Tuscany  were  members  of  the  Roman  Empire  and  of  the 
Kingdom  of  Italy,  which  had  gradually  grown  from  simple 
municipalities  into  sovereign  commonwealths.  Their  liberties 
were  won  by  local  struggles  against  the  petty  lord  of  each 
several  district ;  they  were  confirmed  by  a  common  strviggle 
against  the  Roman  Emperor  himself.  Sismondi  likens 
Frederick  Barbarossa  to  Xerxes.*  One  is  half  inclined  to 
be  angry  at  seeing  one  of  the  noblest  of  men  placed  side  by 
side  with  one  of  the  most  contemptible ;  but,  had  the  com- 
parison lain  between  Cyrus  and  Wenceslaus,  there  is  the 
all-important  difference  that,  while  the  Persian  was  simply 
extending  his  empire,  the  German  was  striving  to  win  back 
rights  which  his  predecessors  had  held,  and  of  which  he 
deemed  himself  to  be  unjustly  deprived.  The  old  Imperial 
ideas  never  lost  their  general  hold  upon  men's  minds,  and 
new  circumstances  were  continually  happening  to  clothe 
them  with  new  prominence.  Strange  as  it  may  seem,  it 
was  assumed  as  an  axiom  not  to  be  gainsayed  that  the  prince 
who  styled  himself  Emperor  of  the  Romans,  however  alien 
from  Rome  and  Italy  in  blood  and  policy  and  language,  was 
still  the  lawful  successor  of  Augustus  and  Constantine.  A 
thousand  years  of  history  A\ill  always  be  misunderstood, 
unless  we  bear  in  mind  that,  throughout  the  early  middle 
age,  the  Roman  Empire  was  not  merely  acknowledged  as 

*  '  Le  rc'douLtaLle  Xerxes  du  muyeii  age,'  vol.  ii.  p.  8.     See  above,  the 
remarks  in  p.  20,  note. 
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an  existing  fact,  but  was  believed  in  as  something  grounded 
on  the  eternal  fitness  of  things.  We  are  tempted  to 
overlook  the  importance  of  tliis  belief  as  a  fact,  because 
to  us  it  seems  so  unreasonable  as  a  principle.  In  theory 
the  Roman  Empire  never  became  extinct,  though  its  sover- 
eignty was  handed  on  fnjiu  rac(j  to  race,  thougli  its  seat 
of  government  wandered  from  city  to  city.  Up  to  47C, 
Italy  still  kept  her  resident  Emperors  of  her  own  blood. 
From  476  to  800  the  Old  Rome  stooped  to  acknowledge 
the  authority,  sometimes  nominal,  sometimes  real,  of  the 
masters  of  the  New.  In  800  she  again  set  forth  her  pre- 
scriptive rights,  and  chose  the  Frank  Charles,  not  as  the 
restorer  of  a  power  which  had  passed  away,  but  as  the  lawful 
successor  of  Constantino  the  Sixth  in  opposition  tq  his 
usurping  mother.*  From  that  moment  we  have  again  two 
distinct,  and  now  two  rival,  lines  of  princes,  each  alike  foreign 
to  Rome  and  Italy,  but  each  claiming  to  be  no  longer  a  mere 
colleague  in  a  divided  government,  but  the  true  and  only 
representative  of  the  undivided  monarchy,  the  one  lawful 
Emperor  of  the  Romans.  For  nearly  three  centuries  after  the 
coronation  of  Charles,  the  German  Caesar  of  the  West  was  at 
least  the  nominal  sovereign  of  Northern  Italy,  while  the 
Greek  Caesar  of  the  East  retained  a  far  more  practical  posses- 
sion of  a  large  portion  of  its  southern  provinces.  The  power 
of  the  Byzantine  Emperors  in  Italy  was  at  last  rooted  out  by 
the  Norman  settlers  ;  but  circumstances  continually  arose  to 
invest  their  Teutonic  rivals  with  both  a  moral  and  a  material 
authority  over  Lombardy,  Tuscany,  and  Rome  itself.  From 
Saxon  Otto  to  Austrian  Charles,  the  dignity  which  tiie  East 
reverenced  so  long  in  her  unbroken  succession  of  Emperors, 
was  acknowledged  by  the  West  as  belonging  to  every  German 
prince  who  could  win  for  himself  the  Papal  benediction.  The 
iron  crown  of  Monza  made  him,  as  King  of  Italy,  the  feudal 

*  It  is  curious  to  see  how  quietly  this  is  assmnod  in  those  of  the  old 
chronicles,  which,  like  that  of  Radulfus  Niger,  follow  the  order  of  the 
Imperial  reigns.  '  Leo,  Constantinus,  Carolus,  Ludovicus,'  follow  in  the 
most  peaceable  succession. 
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superior  of  every  Lombard  and  Tuscan  state ;  the  golden 
diadem  of  Eome  clothed  him,  as  Csesar  and  Augustus,  with 
liigher  and  vaguer  claims  well  nigh  co-extensive  with  the 
sovereignty  of  the  world.  One  age  revives  the  study  of  the 
Civil  Law ;  and  its  professors  at  once  invest  the  Frankish 
or  Swabian  overlord  with  all  the  rights  and  powers  of  the 
old  Roman  despotism.  Another  age  beholds  the  ancient 
poets  again  assert  their  supremacy,  and  all  that  Yirgil  and 
Horace  had  sung  of  the  Julian  house  is  at  once  transferred 
to  sovereigns  of  whose  native  tribes  Germanicus  himself 
had  hardly  heard.  Albert  of  Habsburg  is  reproached  by 
Dante  for  forsaking  the  garden  of  his  Empire,  and  the  Eternal 
City  is  earnestly  bidden  to  be  no  longer  stepdame  unto 
Csesar.  Henry  of  Liizelburg  came  down  from  the  Alps  amid 
the  applause  of  Italy.  Poets,  orators,  and  civilians  alike 
pressed  to  welcome  the  barbarian  chief  of  a  petty  northern 
principality,  claiming  the  lawful  jurisdiction  over  Rome  and 
Haly,  with  the  sword  of  Germany  in  the  one  hand  and  the 
books  of  Justinian  in  the  other.  Both  cities  and  Tyrants 
were  always  found  to  support  the  Imperial  claims  in  their 
fulness ;  the  stoutest  Guelf  of  Florence  would  hardly  have 
denied  the  abstract  theory  that  some  superiority  over  his 
commonwealth  belonged  to  Caesar  Augustus,  however  narrow 
might  be  the  bounds  within  which  he  would  confine  his 
practical  authority.  If  a  large  proportion  of  the  ancient 
Ifingdom  formally  disowned  the  supremacy  of  the  Emperor, 
it  was  because  the  Imperial  rights  were  held  to  have  been 
handed  over  to  another  lord.  Ferrara,  Bologna,  and  Perugia 
acknowledged  no  superiority  in  the  Roman  Emperor ;  but  it 
was  only  because  they  looked  up  to  a  temporal  as  well  as  a 
spiritual  master  in  the  Roman  Pontiff,  Throughout  the 
middle  ages,  no  one  dreamed  that  full  and  absolute  sover- 
eignty belonged  to  any  Italian  city.  The  notion  of  an 
Italian  kingdom  perhaps  hardly  outlived  the  Hohenstaufen  ; 
but  the  vaguer  claims  of  the  Empire,  the  more  practical 
claims  of  the  Popedom,  still  lived  on  within  their  respective 
boundaries.    Every  prince,  every  commonwealth,  held  cither 
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of  the  Pope  or  the  Emperor  as  superior  lord.  The  authority 
of  either  lord  was  often  but  nominal ;  but  the  bare  ex- 
istence of  such  never-forgotten  claims  at  once  distinguishes 
the  princes  who  asserted  them  from  mere  foreign  invaders 
like  Xerxes  at  Thermopyla3  or  Mahomet  at  Constantinople. 
The  Imperial  rights,  even  when  anything  like  government 
was  out  of  the  question,  could  often  be  successfully  used  as 
a  means  of  extorting  money  ;  when  they  were  at  last  backed 
by  the  might  of  Castile  and  Burgundy,  they  laid  Italy  as 
prostrate  as  she  had  ever  lain  before  Belisarius,  Charles,  or 
Otto.  In  like  manner,  the  feudal  claims  of  the  Papacy 
could  be  successfully  asserted  after  centuries  of  abeyance. 
Thus  Bologna  lost  her  republic  and  her  demagogues,  Urbino 
lost  her  maofnificent  Dukes,  in  the  common  wilderness  of 
ecclesiastical  misgovernment.  Venice  alone,  strong  in  her 
lagoons  and  her  islands,  contrived  to  escape  the  pretensions 
both  of  the  spiritual  and  the  temporal  master.  She  escaped 
all  prescriptive  right  in  the  Western  Caesar  by  preserving, 
as  long  as  prudence  bade  her,  her  nominal  allegiance  to  his 
Byzantine  rival.  She  destroyed  all  traditionary  authority 
in  the  master  of  the  East  by  the  still  more  practical  process 
of  overturning  his  throne  and  partitioning  his  Empire.  In 
the  ninth  century,  she  drove  back  the  Prankish  King  of 
Italy,  by  asserting  the  lawful  claims  of  the  true  Caesar  by 
the  Bosporos.  Four  centuries  later,  she  could  divide  that 
Caesar's  realm  and  capital  with  fellow-robbers  of  the  same 
Prankish  blood.*     Her  style  and  title  had  strangely  altered 

*  [It  would  seem  that,  when  I  wrote  this  sentence,  I  had  not  fully  learned 
to  distinguish  between  Franks  and  Frenchmen.  The  Latin  conquerors. of 
Constantinople  are  rightly  called  Franks  in  the  sense  which  that  word 
bears  throughout  the  East,  and  the  chances  are  that  many  of  the  leaders 
of  the  Fourth  Crusade  would,  as  a  matter  of  genealogy,  really  be  of 
Frankish  blood.  Still  the  expression  is  a  misleading  one.  "When  we 
speak  of  '  Gesta  Dei  per  Francos,'  we  use  the  word  Fraucus  in  its  later 
and  not  in  its  earlier  sense — in  the  sense  in  which  Franais  and  Francigena 
are  used  in  Domesday — the  sense  of  persons  using  the  French  language, 
whether  subjects  or  vassals  to  the  King  of  the  French  or  not.] 
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in  the  interval.  The  "  slaves  of  the  Emperor  of  the  Komans  " 
could  now  invest  their  Doges  with  that  arithmetical  title,  so 
worthy  of  a  merchant  prince,  '  Lord  of  one  fourth  and  one 
eighth  of  the  Empire  of  Romania.' 

The  independence  of  the  Greek  cities  was  thus  strictly 
immemorial,  while  that  of  their  Italian  antitypes  arose  from 
the  bosom  of  an  earlier  feudal*  monarchy.  From  this  it 
almost  necessarily  follows  that  in  Greece  the  cities  were 
everything,  while  in  Italy  they  indeed  became  predominant, 
but  could  never  wholly  wipe  out  all  traces  of  the  earlier  state 
of  things.  In  proper  Greece  there  was  no  spot  of  ground 
which  did  not  belong  to  some  city.  The  city  might  be  de- 
mocratically, aristocratically,  or  tyrannically  governed ;  it 
might  even  be  in  bondage  to  some  stronger  city  ;  but  there 
was  no  such  thing  as  an  independent  chief  who  had  nothing 
to  do  with  the  organized  government  of  any  acknowledged 
city-commonwealth.  But  in  Italy  feudalism  had  existed,  and 
was  never  wholly  rooted  out.  Not  only  did  there  exist  in 
its  southern  portion  a  powerful  kingdom  which  remained 
unconnected  with  the  Western  Empire  ;  within  the  kingdom 
of  Italy  itself  the  territory  of  the  towns  never  took  in  the 
whole  country.  The  liberties  of  each  city  were  won  from  the 
feudal  chief  of  its  own  district.  When  those  liberties  were 
established  within,  the  city  usually  grew  to  be  dominant 
without ;  the  neighbouring  feudal  lords  were  brought  under 
its  authority,  and  were  often  changed  into  a  civic  nobility 
within  the  town.  But  this  process  was  never  carried  out 
through  the  whole  extent  of  the  kingdom.  In  its  north- 
western portion  powerful  feudal  princes  went  on  reigning 
over  Piedmont,  Montferrat,  and  Saluzzo ;  even  elsewhere 
feudal  chieftains  of  less  dignity  maintained  their  wild 
independence  in  many  mountain  holds.  In  short,  the  brood 
of  petty  rulers,  holding  nominally  of  the   Emperor,  and 

*  [The  word  'feudal'  is  'patient'  of  a  correct  meaning  ;  I  therefore  leave 
it ;  but  every  one  should  be  on  his  guard  against  believing  that  any  such 
thing  as  a  '  feudal  system  '  ever  existed  anywhere.] 
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neither  citizens  nor  Tyrants  of  any  city,  was  for  the  most 
part  driven  into  inaccessible  holes  and  comers,  but  it  was 
never  wholly  rooted  out. 

The  feudal  origin  of  the  Italian  aristocracies  brought 
with  it  another  important  difference  between  them  and 
those  of  Greece.  A  Grecian  aristocracy  was  often  a  body  of 
invaders  who  had  settled  in  a  conquered  city,  and  who 
handed  on  exclusive  political  rights  to  their  descendants. 
Sometimes  a  privileged  class  arose  by  a  gradual  process 
from  among  the  body  of  their  fellow-citizens.  And  this  last 
process  has  been  at  work  in  later  times  also  ;  to  it  was  owing 
the  closest  and  most  unscrupulous,  and  at  the  same  time 
the  most  orderly  and  sagacious  of  all  such  bodies,  the  long- 
lived  oligarchy  of  Venice.  A  somewhat  intermediate 
process  produced  the  less  brilliant,  but  far  more  righteous 
and  hardly  less  prudent  aristocracy  of  Bern.  A  city  which 
contained  a  large  patrician  element  from  its  first  foundation 
enlarged  its  territory  by  repeated  conquests  and  purchases, 
till  the  civic  oligarchy  found  itself  changed  into  the  corporate 
despot  of  an  extensive  dominion.  Hence  the  Grecian,  and 
in  after-times  the  Venetian  and  Bernese,  oligarchies  acted 
strictly  as  an  oligarchic  class,  bound  together  by  a  common 
spirit  and  interest.  But  in  most  Italian  cities  the  half- 
tamed  feudal  lords  were  gathered  into  the  town  not  a  little 
against  their  will.  They  therefore  naturally  kept  on  within 
the  walls  much  of  the  '  isolation  and  lawlessness  '  of  the  old 
life  which  they  had  led  in  the  mountains.  The  Venetian 
noble  might  boast  of  his  palace,  but  in  most  Italian  cities 
the  patrician  mansion  was  not  a  palace,  but  a  fortress,  fitted 
and  accustomed  to  defend  itself  alike  against  rival  nobles 
and  against  the  power  of  the  commonwealth  itself.  This 
state  of  things  was  unheard  of  in  Greece.  No  such  licence 
was  allowed  to  any  citizen  or  any  King  of  Sparta ;  nor  can 
we  imagine  anything  like  it  in  aristocratic  Chios  or  Corinth. 
Even  in  democratic  Athens  wealth  and  birth  assumed  a 
strange  practical  licence.     Meidias  indulged  himself  in  the 
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practice  of  assault  and  battery  ;  *  but  it  was  only  the  cor- 
porate i/ySpi?  of  the  Four  Hundred  which  was  followed  by  a 
band  of  armed  retainers.  Alkibiades  was  lord  of  a  private 
castle ;  t  but  it  stood  on  the  shores  of  the  Chersonesos,  not 
within  the  v/alls  of  Athens ;  even  the  house  in  which  he 
held  the  unwilling  Agatharchos  could  hardly  have  been 
ready  to  stand  a  siege  against  the  united  powers  of  the  Ten 
Generals. 

Another  difference  between  a  Greek  and  an  Italian  com- 
monwealth is  to  be  found  in  the  origin  of  the  commonwealths 
themselves.  As  the  Italian  republics  were  municipalities 
which  had  gradually  grown  into  sovereign  states,  they 
naturally  kept  on  much  of  the  mercantile  constitution  of 
the  old  commimes.  A  Grecian  city  had  indeed  its  smaller 
political  divisions.  It  was  artificially  partitioned  into  local 
wards  or  districts,  unless  indeed  the  city  itself  had  been 
formed  by  the  union  of  earlier  villages  which  still  survived 
as  wards  or  districts.  But  commercial  guilds,  if  they  existed 
at  all  in  Greece,  were  nowhere  of  any  political  importance. 
In  many  Italian  cities  they  were  the  very  soul  of  the  con- 
stitution. The  Athenian  acted  directly  as  a  citizen  of  the 
commonwealth ;  the  Florentine  acted  only  indirectly  as  a 
member  of  some  incorporated  trade. 

From  all  these  causes  working  together  it  followed  that 
the  true  republican  spirit  was  very  weak  in  mediaeval  Italy, 
as  compared  with  its  full  growth  in  ancient  Greece.  The 
natural  tendency  of  a  commonwealth  is  to  vest  all  authority, 
as  far  as  may  be,  in  some  Senate  or  Assembly,  meeting  often 
and  constantly  looking  into  public  affairs.     The  constitution 

*  [I  almost  suspect  that  this  strange  insolence  of  individual  men  of 
which  Meidias  and  Alkibiades  were  examples  is  more  likely  to  be  found 
in  a  democracy  than  in  an  oligarchy.  In  an  oligarchy,  members  of  the 
privileged  order  at  least  will  be  safe  from  it.  And  a  wise  and  legal 
oligarchy  will  have  the  sense  for  its  own  interest  to  protect  the  non- 
privileged  classes  also.] 

t  Ta  tavTov  Tdxq.     Xcn.  Hell.  i.  5,  17  ;  cf.  ii.  1,  25. 
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of  such  Assembly  of  course  depends  upon  the  aristocratic  or 
democratic  constitution  of  the  commonwealth.  But  in  either 
case,  every  citizen  wlio  is  possessed  of  the  fullest  franchise 
deems  himself  entitled  to  a  direct  voice  in  all  important 
affairs.  Even  Sparta,  oligarchy  within  obligarchy  as  she  was? 
notwithstanding  the  lofty  position  of  her  Kings  and  Gerontes 
and  the  more  practical  authority  of  her  Ephors,  did  not,  like 
constitutional  England,  entrust  questions  of  war  and  peace  to 
Ministers  acting  in  the  dark,  but  had  them  freely  debated  in 
the  General  Assembly  of  the  privileged  order.  The  highest 
developement  of  this  tendency  is  of  course  to  be  found  in 
the  Public  Assembly  of  Athens.  Demos  made  himself  an 
absolute  monarch,  and  cut  down  all  magistrates  to  the 
position  of  mere  executors  of  his  decrees.  The  Archons 
had  once  been  sovereign,  but  their  powers  were  gradually 
cut  down  to  a  peaceful  routine  of  police  and  religious  cere- 
monial, which  carried  with  it  no  political  influence  whatever. 
The  Generals  indeed  acted  as  Foreign  Secretaries,  but  they 
confined  themselves  to  the  functions  of  Secretaries ;  they 
could  not  irrevocably  commit  the  commonwealth  to  a  policy 
for  which  the  Assembly  could  only  censure  them  after  the 
fact.  But  in  the  most  democratic  states  of  mediaeval  Italy, 
even  in  Florence  herself,  a  constantly  superintending  popular 
Assembly  was  altogether  unknown,  or  appeared  only  in  her 
latest  day.  At  the  very  utmost,  the  assembled  people  were 
only  called  together  now  and  then,  to  declare  peace  or  war 
or  to  agree  to  some  important  constitutional  change.  At 
Florence,  for  a  long  time,  they  assembled  only  when  the 
purposes  of  faction  called  for  the  gathering  of  a  tumultuous 
Parliament,  whose  first  act  commonly  was  to  vote  away  its 
own  liberties.  The  old  commonwealth  had  indeed  its  Coun- 
cils ;  but  a  real  Assembly,  entitled  in  any  way  to  speak  in 
the  name  of  the  people,  arose  only  in  the  revived  common- 
wealth under  the  gonfaloniership  of  Soderini.  To  individual 
magistrates  it  was  everywhere  usual,  and  indeed  it  often  was 
necessary,  to  entrust  a  power  over  the  lives  and  liberties  of 
the  citizens  at  which  an  Athenian  would  have  stood  aghast. 
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And  no  wonder,  when  it  was  perhaps  less  often  their  business 
to  preside  at  a  peaceful  tribunal  than  to  march  at  the  head 
of  the  armed  people  to  put  down  some  rebellious  noble  who 
stood  out  in  utter  defiance  of  all  legal  authority.  Hence 
the  excessive  shortness  of  the  terms  for  which  magistrates 
were  elected :  no  man  could  be  trusted  to  wield  such  tre- 
mendous powers  for  more  than  the  shortest  possible  time. 
But  hence  too  the  fluctuations  and  confusions  of  a  common-^ 
wealth  which  changed  its  rulers  six  times  in  every  year. 
Hence  again  an  Italian  commonwealth  afforded  very  little 
of  that  political  education  of  the  entire  people  which  was  the 
noblest  result  of  the  Athenian  democracy.  The  citizen  of 
Athens  had  his  wits  sharpened  by  the  constant  practice  of 
'ruling  and  judging.'  The  Florentine  could  at  most  look 
forward  to  enjoy,  some  day  or  other,  a  two  months'  share  in 
the  exercise  of  a  despotic  power  to  which  during  the  rest  of 
his  life  he  must  bow  down.  The  ordinary  xVthenian  was 
necessarily  a  judge  and  a  statesman ;  the  ordinary  Florentine 
had  hardly  the  opportunity  of  so  much  political  education 
as  the  Englishman  may  contrive  to  pick  up  in  the  jury-box, 
the  parish  vestry,*  or  the  quarter-sessions. 

From  this  comparative  weakness  of  the  republican  spirit  it 
could  not  fail  to  follow  that  the  foundation  of  tyrannies  was 
more  easy  in  mediaeval  Italy  than  it  ever  was  in  Greece. 
It  followed  also  that  they  became  more  lasting  and,  in  out- 
ward show  at  least,  more  lawful.  Civil  liberty,  as  Sismondi 
has  drawn  out,  was  but  little  known  or  valued  even  in  the 
republican  states.  The  wishes  of  the  people  were  satisfied  if 
rulers  were  popularly  chosen  or  drawn,  and  if  they  kept  their 
ofiSce  only  for  a  short  term.  While  their  power  lasted,  it 
hardly  differed  in  extent  from  that  of  any  permanent  des- 
potism not  of  the  most  outrageous  kind.  It  followed  that 
the  change  from  a  republic  to  a  tyranny  was,  in  its  begin- 

*  [For  the  Parish  Vestry  I  should  perhaps  now  say  the  Board  of 
Guardians,  the  Highway  Board,  the  School  Board,  perhaps  the  County 
Financial  Board  of  the  future.] 
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ni-ngs  at  least,  less  violent  than  in  Greece.  Moreover,  the 
first  generation  of  each  dynasty  of  Tyrants  were  almost 
always  men  of  ability  ;  they  were  not  always  quite  devoid  of 
virtue  ;  they  were  men  who  had  at  least  been  brought  up  as 
citizens  and  had  "not  been  born  in  the  purple.  The  saying 
that 

'  Nemo  repente  fuit  turpissimus' 

seems  to  apply  to  families  as  well  as  to  individuals.  It  was  not 
till  after  several  generations  of  sovereignty  that  the  viper  of 
the  Visconti  began  to  hatch  the  monstrous  brood  of  Bernabos 
and  Gian-Marias.  In  many  Italian  cities,  the  mass  of  the 
people  were  so  used  to  aristocratic  insolence,  they  were  so  cut 
off  from  all  real  share  in  the  government,  that  the  establish- 
ment of  a  despot  might  easily  look  to  them  like  the  coming 
of  a  deliverer.  At  any  i  ate  it  might  look  like  the  coming  of 
one  oppressor  instead  of  many.  The  high  magistracies  were 
often  practically  confined  to  a  few  distinguished  families, 
even  where  technical  nobility  was  no  longer  needed.  It  was 
to  them  alone  that  the  change  would  involve  any  great 
political  loss  ;  and  the  less  exalted  spirits  among  them  would 
easily  find  compensation  in  the  honours  and  flatteries  of  a 
court.  It  is  true  that,  in  nearly  every  case,  the  people  came 
to  rue  their  error.  The  most  imperfect  form  of  law,  the  most 
turbulent  form  of  freedom,  was  found  to  be  better  than 
deadening  submission  to  a  single  despotic  will.  The  Tyrant 
too  commonly  deserved  his  name  in  the  popular  as  well  as 
in  the  technical  sense ;  Malatestas  were  more  common  than 
Montefeltros  ;  Francesco  Sforza  left  his  coronet  to  Galeazzo- 
Maria.  But,  at  the  moment  of  change,  the  setting  up  of  a 
tyranny  was  far  less  offensive  to  Italian  than  it  had  been  to 
Grecian  feelings.  The  government  of  a  single  person  was 
far  less  strange  to  the  Italian  mind.  To  the  Greek  mon- 
archic power  in  any  shape  seemed  to  be  one  of  the  charac- 
teristics which  distinguished  the  Barbarian  from  himself. 
But  Italy  was  familiar  with  monarchs  of  every  size  and 
degree.     The  existence  of  feudal  princes  side  by  side  with 
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the  commonwealths,  the  feudal  notions  kept  up  by  many  of 
the  nobles  within  the  cities,  the  acknowledged  overlordship 
of  the  Emperors,  all  joined  together  to  give  an  impulse  to 
monarchial  government  in  Italy.  The  position,  too,  both  of 
the  Pope  and  of  the  Emperor  afforded  a  means  of  bestowing 
an  outward  legitimacy  on  those  who  became  possessed  of 
sovereign  power.  The  means  were  indeed  not  quite  so  easy 
as  they  have  become  in  later  times.  In  our  days  nothing 
is  simpler  than  the  change  of  an  elective  President  into 
a  hereditary  Emperor.  It  may  be  done  with  equal  success 
on  either  side  of  the  Atlantic  ;  the  skin  of  the  son  of  fortune 
may  be  indifferently  white  or  black ;  it  matters  not  whether 
the  work  is  done  by  simple  violence  or  with  some  outward 
show  of  legality.  In  either  case  might  makes  right,  and  the 
crown  covers  all  defects.  In  old  Greece  and  Italy  the  art  of 
a  Soulouque  and  a  Buonaparte  appeared  only  in  a  much  ruder 
form.*  Neither  in  Greece  nor  in  Italy  did  the  God  or  the 
saint  whom  he  had  sworn  by  always  keep  back  an  ambitious 
leader  from  the  luxury  of  a  coujp  d'etat.  But  the  Greek  was 
commonly  high-minded  enough  to  despise  the  mere  gewgaws 
of  kingship,  and  even  the  Italian  was  modest  enough  to 
abstain  from  the  highest  of  earthly  titles.  Eumour  said 
that  Gian-Galeazzo  had  a  royal  crown  in  his  treasure-house 
designed  for  his  own  brow  ;  but  respect  for  his  feudal  superior 
hindered  him  from  forestalling  the  lofty  style  of  their 
Cesarean  majesties  of  France  and  Hayti.  Old  Greece  lagged 
far  behind  the  march  of  modern  improvement ;  she  drew  a 
distinction  between  rvpavvo<i  and  ^aaiXeix;  which  our  age 
seems  to  have  forgotten,  and  she  afforded  no  means,  violent 
or  legal,  of  converting  one  into  the  other.  Italian  politics 
equally  drew  the  perfectly  analogous  distinction  between  the 
hereditary  prince  of  a  feudal  lordship  and  the  Tyrant  who 
arose  in  a  civic  republic*  But  the  Italian  Tyrant,  far  as  he 
lagged  behind  more  recent  professors,  at  least  possessed 
means   of  changing   his  title    which   were   denicid   to    his 

*  'Hie  irifliffercid  term  '  signore,'  exactly  translates  the  indifferent  term 
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Grecian  forerunners.  The  partizan  chief  who,  half  by 
force,  half  by  election,  became  '  Lord '  or  '  Tyrant '  of  an 
Italian  commonwealth,  was  himself  not  unfrequently  the 
hereditary  feudal  prince  of  some  smaller  territory,  and  the 
distinct  sources  of  his  authority  over  the  two  states  might 
easily  come  to  be  confounded.  Thus  the  Marquesses  of  Este 
became  Lords  of  Modena  and  Ferrara,  and  they  were  often 
spoken  of  as  Marquesses  of  the  latter  city  before  they  had 
gained  any  formal  right  to  the  title.  In  any  case,  the  position 
of  a  feudal  prince,  independent  in  fact,  though  nominally 
holding  of  a  superior  lord,  was  one  perfectly  familiar  both 
to  the  ruler  and  to  his  subjects,  and  it  was  one  to  which  an 
easy  process  could  raise  him.  It  only  needed  the  outlay  of 
some  small  part  of  what  he  levied  on  his  countrymen  to  buy 
from  the  Pope  or  the  Emperor  a  diploma  changing  the 
fallen  commonwealth  into  a  duchy  or  marquisate  to  be  held 
by  himself  and  his  heirs  for  ever.  Such  a  document  at  once 
changed,  formally  at  least,  his  usurped  and  precarious  power 
into  an  acknowledged  and  lawful  sovereignty,  handed  on 
according  to  a  definite  law  of  succession,  and  subject  to  all  the 
accidents  of  a  feudal  lordship.  But  such  a  jjrocess  often 
carried  with  it  the  seeds  of  its  own  destruction.  T\Tien 
Gian-Galeazzo  bought  the  investiture  of  a  Duke  of  the 
Empire  from  the  careless  Wenceslaus,  he  paved  the  way  for 
all  the  wars  which  devastated  his  duchy,  and  for  the  final 
loss  of  its  independence.  When  Borso  of  Este  became  a 
Papal  vassal  for  his  new  Duchy  of  Ferrara,  he  took  the  first 
step  towards  its  ultimate  absorption  into  the  immediate 
domain  of  the  Roman  See. 

This  phsenomenon  of  Tyrants  is  one  which  seems  to  be 
peculiar  to  Greece  and  Italy  among  the  various  systems  of 
town-autonomy.  In  Switzerland  and  the  Netherlands,  a 
demagogue  *  now  and  then  won  an  influence  which  prac- 
tically made  him  the  temporary  sovereign  of  his  own  city. 
But  no  such  demagogue  ever  founded  a  permanent  tyranny ; 
much  less  did  he  ever  change  his  position  into  an  acknow- 

*  [I  do  nut  use  the  word  contemptuously :  Bij^aycoyos—a  name  given  to 
Perikles  himself — is  surely  the  highest  title  that  man  can  bear.] 
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ledged  sovereignty.  Again,  between  Greece  and  Italy  we 
may  discern  some  chronological  differences.  In  the  Greek 
colonies  the  Tyrant  was  a  phaenomenon  to  be  found  in  all 
ages,  and  his  position  seems  to  have  differed  less  than  else- 
where from  lawful  kingship.  Not  only  the  laureate 
Pindar,  but  Herodotus  himself  does  not  scruple  to  apply 
the  title  of  ^aaCkev^  to  various  Sicilian  and  Italian  rulers.* 
In   Macedonian  times,  when   Greece  had   become  familiar 

*  [On  looking  more  narrowly  into  this  matter,  I  doubt  whether  Hero- 
dotus, speaking  in  his  own  person,  ever  does  give  the  title  oi  ^acrCKfvs  to 
any  one  who  was  strictly  Tvpavvos.  I  add  an  extract  from  an  Essay  of 
mine  which  deals  too  much  with  details  to  be  reprinted  in  full.  ('  Hero- 
dotus and  his  Commentators,'  National  Review,  October  1862,  p.  300.) 

'  Nothing  is  more  clearly  marked  in  Greek  political  languages  than  the 
difference  between  King  and  Tyrant,  jSaa-iXevs  and  rvpawos.  The  ^aaiXevs, 
we  need  hardly  say,  is  the  lawful  King,  the  hereditary  or  elective  prince  of 
a  state  whose  constitution  is  monarchic.  It  is  applicable,  alike  to  a  good 
King  and  to  a  bad  one,  to  the  despotic  empire  of  Persia  and  to  the  almost 
nominal  royalty  of  Laceda^mon  ;  but  it  always  implies  that  kingship  is 
the  recognized  government  of  the  countr}'.  The  rvpavvos,  on  the  other 
hand,  is  the  ruler  who  obtains  kingly  power  in  a  republic,  and  whose 
government  therefore,  whether  good  or  bad  in  itself,  is  unlawful  in  its 
orio'in.  In  the  same  way  it  is  applicable  to  the  lawful  King  who  seizes 
on  a  degree  of  power  which  the  law  does  not  give  him ;  it  is  therefore 
applied,  by  their  respective  enemies,  to  Pheidon  of  Argos  and  to  the  last 
Kleomeues  of  Sparta.  It  is  clear  then  that  jSacrtXeu?  is  a  title  of  respect, 
while  Tvpavxos  implies  more  or  less  of  contempt  or  hatred.  The  Tyrant 
would  wish  to  be  called  ^aaiXevs,  and  would  be  so  called  by  his  flatterers, 
but  by  nobody  else.  But  in  republican  language,  especially  in  days  when 
lawful  Kings  hardly  existed  in  Greece  itself,  lawful  kingship  might  often 
be  spoken  of  as  tyranny.  Now  all  these  distinctions  are  carefully  at- 
tended to  by  Herodotus  ;  to  translate  the  words  ^aaikevs  and  rvpavvos  as  if 
Herodotus  used  them  indiscriminately  is  utterly  to  misrepresent  the 
author.  Herodotus  clearly  observes  the  distinction.  He  applies  the  word 
^aaikevs  to  foreign  Kings,  and  to  the  princes  of  those  Greek  states  where 
royalty  had  never  been  abolished.  He  gives  us  Kings  of  Kyrene,  Kings 
of  Cyprus,  Kings  of  Sparta,  a  King  of  Thessaly, — meaning  doubtless  the 
Tagos  (v.  63) ;  but  never,  when  speaking  in  his  own  person,  does  he  give 
us  Kings  of  Athens  or  Corinth.  When  therefore  we  find  a  King  of 
Zankle  (vi.  2,  3)  and  a  King  of  the  Tarentines  (iii.  136)  we  may  fairly 
infer  that  at  Zankle  and  Tarentum  kingly  government  had  not  gone  out 
of  use  up  to  the  time  of  Herodotus.  The  address  w  ^acrikevs,  at  the 
beginning,  of  the  angry  speech  of  the  Athenian  envoys  (vii.  161),  may 
well  be  sarcastic.'] 
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with  kingship,  the  title  was  of  course  more  freely  assumed. 
But  in  Greece  itself  tyranny  was  a  phenomenon  confined 
almost  wholly  to  two  periods.  There  were  the  dema- 
gogue-Tyrants of  the  early  days  of  the  republics,  partizan 
chiefs  who  commonly  ruled  with  the  good-will  of  at  least 
a  portion  of  the  people.  There  were  the  military  Tyrants 
of  a  later  time,  who  ruled  by  sheer  violence  at  the  head 
of  bands  of  mercenaries,  and  who  were  practically  mere 
Macedonian  viceroys.  Neither  class  were  ever  acknowledged 
as  Kings,  but  the  later  class  were  still  further  from  such 
acknowledgement  than  the  earlier.  Between  the  two  periods 
comes  the  real  republican  period,  from  Kleisthenes  to  Demo- 
sthenes, during  which  Tyrants  are  but  seldom  heard  of,  and 
scarcely  ever  in  the  most  illustrious  cities.  But  in  Italy 
the  phaenomenon  of  tyranny  did  not  begin  at  all  till  the 
republican  spirit  had  begun  to  decay,  and,  as  we  have  seen, 
it  gradually  changed  into  Avhat  was  looked  upon  as  legi- 
timate sovereignty. 

Lastly,  as  the  Greek  nation  was  the  first  which  developed 
for  itself  anything  worthy  of  the  name  of  civilization,  Greece 
and  the  Greek  colonies  naturally  formed  the  whole  extent  of 
their  own  civilized  world.  Other  nations  were  simply  outside 
Barbarians.  In  the  best  days  of  Greece  the  interference  of  a 
foreign  power  in  her  internal  quarrels  would  have  seemed  as 
if  the  sovereign  of  Morocco  or  China  should  claim  the  presi- 
dency of  a  modern  European  congress.  In  later  times  indeed 
Sparta  and  Thebes  and  Athens,  each  in  turn,  found  it  con- 
venient to  contract  political  alliances  with  the  Great  King  at 
Ekbatana,  or  with  their  more  dangerous  neighbour  at  Pella. 
But  the  Mede  always  remained  a  purely  external  enemy 
or  a  purely  external  paymaster ;  the  Macedonian  had  him- 
self to  become  a  Greek  before  his  turn  came  to  be  the 
dominant  power  of  Greece.  But  in  mediaeval  Italy  the  case 
was  widely  different.  She  affected  indeed  to  apply  the  name 
Barbarian  to  all  nations  beyond  her  mountain-bulwark.  Nor 
did  the  assumption  want  some  show  of  justification  in  her 
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palpable  pre-eminence  in  wealth,  in  refinement,  in  literature, 
in  many  branches  of  art,  above  all  in  political  knowledge 
and  progress.  But,  notwithstanding  this,  it  was  impossible 
to  place  mediaeval  Italy  so  far  above  contemporary  France 
or  Spain  or  Germany,  as  ancient  Greece  stood  above  the 
rest  of  her  contemporary  world.  All  the  states  of  Western 
Christendom  were  fragments  of  a  single  Empire,  whose 
laws  and  language  and  general  civilization  had  left  traces 
among  them  all.  A  common  religion  too  united  them 
against  the  paynim  of  Cordova  or  Bagdad,  too  often  against 
the  schismatic  who  filled  the  throne  of  Constantino.  Italy 
for  ages  saw  the  lawful  successor  of  her  Kings  and  Csesars 
in  a  Barbarian  of  the  race  most  alien  to  her  feelings  and 
language.  Most  of  her  highest  nobility  drew  their  origin 
from  the  same  foreign  stock.  No  wonder  then  if  nations 
less  alien  to  her  tongue  and  manners  played  a  part  in  her 
internal  politics  which  differed  widely  from  any  interference 
of  Barbarians  in  the  affairs  of  Greece.  Italian  parties  ranged 
themselves  under  the  German  watchwords  of  Guelf  and 
Ghibelin,  and  fought  under  the  standards  of  Angevin, 
Provenpal  and  Aragonese  invaders.  Florence  looked  to 
France — lily  to  lily — as  her  natural  ally  and  her  chosen 
protector.  Sicily  sought  for  her  deliverer  from  French 
oppression  in  the  rival  power  of  a  Spanish  King.  French 
and  Spanish  princes  had  been  so  often  welcomed  into 
Italy,  they  had  so  often  filled  Italian  thrones  and  guided 
Italian  politics,  that  men  perhaps  hardly  understood  the 
change  or  foresaw  the  consequences,  when  for  the  first 
time  a  King  of  France  entered  Italy  in  arms  as  the  claimant 
of  an  Italian  kingdom.  Gradually,  but  only  gradually,  the 
strife  which  had  once  been  a  mere  disputed  succession  be- 
tween an  Angevin  and  an  Aragonese  pretender  grew  into 
a  strife  between  the  mightiest  potentates  of  the  West  for 
the  mastery  of  Italy  and  Europe. 

The  coronation  of  Charles  the  Fifth  ends  the  history  of 
independent  Italy.     It  ends  also  the  history  of  the  Western 
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Empire.  No  Roman  Emperor  ever  again  came  down  into 
Italy  to  claim  the  golden  crown  at  the  hands  of  the 
Eoman  Pontiff.  Moreover,  since  the  days  of  Justinian,  no 
Roman  Emperor  had  ever  held  the  same  unbounded  sway 
through  the  whole  length  of  the  Italian  peninsula.  That 
sway  he  indeed  handed  on  to  his  successors,  not  indeed  to 
his  successors  in  the  shadowy  majesty  of  the  Empire,  but  to 
those  who  wielded  the  more  real  might  of  Spain  and  the 
Indies.  If  in  later  times  his  power  in  Italy  came  back  to 
German  princes  who  still  bore  the  Imperial  title,  it  came 
back  to  them,  not  as  chiefs  of  a  Roman  or  even  a  German 
Empire,  but  as  those  who  wielded  the  power  of  the  hereditary 
states  of  the  Austrian  House.  The  real  history  alike  of  the 
Empire  and  of  the  commonwealths  ends  with  the  fall  of 
Florence  and  the  pageant  of  Bologna.  The  formal  close  of 
Italian  independence  may  indeed  be  put  off  till  the  last 
conquest  of  Sienna  some  twenty  years  later.  One  Italian 
state  indeed  had  yet  to  run  a  course  of  glory,  but  it  was 
hardly  in  the  character  of  an  Italian  state.  Venice  still 
continued  her  career  as  the  withstander,  sometimes  the  con- 
queror, of  the  infidel.  Bragadino  had  yet  to  die  in  torments 
— the  penalty  of  trusting  to  an  Ottoman  capitulation.  The 
fruitless  laurels  of  Lepanto  were  yet  to  be  won,  and  Morosini 
had  yet  to  drive  out  the  Barbarian  from  the  plain  of  Argos 
and  the  Akropolis  of  Corinth.  Genoa  still  kept  her  re- 
publican forms,  and  for  one  moment  she  showed  the  true 
republican  spirit.  Her  patrician  rulers  had  sunk  in  slumber ; 
but  the  people  of  the  Proud  City  had  still,  hardly  a  century 
back,  strength  left  for  a  rising  which  drove  forth  the  Austrian 
from  her  gates.  But  as  a  whole,  Italy  was  dead.  We  have 
ourselves  seen  her  renewed  struggles  for  life ;  we  have 
again  seen  her  crushed  down  under  the  yoke  of  the  brother 
tyrants  of  Austria  and  France.  For  eight  years  she  has 
crouched  in  voiceless  and  seemingly  hopeless  bondage.  That 
she  has  fallen  for  ever  we  will  not  willingly  believe.  But 
in  what  form  shall  she  rise  again  ?  Her  town-autonomy 
can  never  be  restored  in  an  age  of  Emperors  and  standing 
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armies.  Yet  no  lover  of  Italy  could  bear  to  see  Milan 
and  Venice  and  Florence  and  the  Eternal  City  itself  sink 
into  provincial  dependencies  of  the  Savoyard.  The  other 
and  more  fortunate  home  of  freedom  supplies  the  key. 
If  right  and  freedom  should  ever  win  back  their  own,  the 
course  of  Aratos  and  Washington,  of  Fiirst  and  Stauffacher 
and  Melchtal,*  must  be  the  guiding  star  of  the  liberators 
of  Italy.  The  union  which  she  failed  to  work  in  the 
twelfth  century  the  bitter  experience  of  ages  may  lead  her 
to  work  in  these  later  times.  We  cannot  indeed  look  to 
see  Italy,  any  more  than  Greece,  become  once  more  the 
central  point  of  European  history ;  but  it  may  not  be  too 
wild  a  dream,  if  only  foreign  intermeddlers  will  stand  aloof, 
to  hope  that  an  Italian  Confederation  may  yet  hold  an 
independent  and  honourable  place  in  the  general  system 
of  Europe.f 

*  [I  have  since  learned  that  the  'Three  Men'  are  mythical;  but  the 
lesson  of  Swiss  history  is  none  the  less  useful.] 

f  [I  leave  this  as  I  wrote  it.  The  question  of  an  Italian  Confederation 
has  now  become  as  purely  a  matter  of  history  as  the  question  of  a  Boeotian 
Confederation.  Italy  has  chosen  her  own  form  of  government ;  that  form 
of  government  every  Italian  is  bound  loyally  to  accept,  and  every  lover  of 
Italy  is  bound  to  wish  it  well.  Nor  can  I  wonder  that  the  name  of  a 
Confederation  became  hateful  in  Italy  after  Buonaparte  had  put  forth  the 
insidious  scheme  of  an  Italian  Confederation  as  one  of  his  devices  for 
hindering  Italian  unity  and  freedom.  The  proposal  of  tlie  sham  Con- 
federation was  quite  enough  to  hinder  the  establishment  of  a  real  one. 
Yet  I  may  be  allowed  to  doubt  whether  Italy  has  not  been  somewhat 
hasty  in  her  choice,  and  whether  something  of  a  Federal  form  would  not 
have  been  better  for  a  constitution  whicli  was  to  take  in  lands  differing  so 
widely  from  one  another  in  their  social  state  and  in  their  historical 
associations  as  do  some  of  the  provinces  of  the  present  Italian  Kingdom. 
1873.] 

[A  closer  knowledge  of  Sicily  past  and  present  certainly  strengthens  me  in 
this  belief,  as  far  as  regards  the  seven  provinces  of  that  island.  See  the 
Essay  on  Sicilian  Cycles  in  the  third  series.     1879.] 
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ME.  GLADSTONE'S  HOMER  AND  THE 
HOMERIC  AGE.* 

Studies  on  Homer  and  the  Homeric  Age.  By  the  Right  Hon. 
W.  E.  Gladstone,  D.C.L.,  M.P.  for  the  University  of 
Oxford.     3  vols.     Oxford,  1858. 

These  three  volumes  of  Mr.  Gladstone's  form  a  great,  but 
a  very  unequal  work.  They  would  be  a  worthy  /ruit  of  a 
life  spent  in  learned  retirement,  xis  the  work  of  one  of 
our  first  orators  and  statesmen,  they  are  altogether  won- 
derful. Not  indeed  that  Mr.  Gladstone's  two  characters 
of  scholar  and  statesman  have  done  aught  but  help  and 
strengthen  one  another.  His  long  experience  of  the  world 
has  taught  him  the  better  to  appreciate  Homer's  wonderful 
knowledge  of  human  nature ;  the  practical  aspect  of  his 
poems,  the  deep  moral  and  political  lessons  which  they  teach, 
become  a  far  more  true  and  living  thing  to  the  man  of  busy 
life  than  they  can  ever  be  to  the  mere  solitary  student.    And 

*  [I  have  left  this  Essay  substantially  as  it  was  first  written.  I  have 
made  some  verbal  improvements,  and  1  have  left  out  some  passages  which, 
had  lost  their  point  through  lapse  of  time ;  but  I  have  not  altered  any 
actual  expressions  of  opinion.  I  should  now  perhaps  write  a  little  less 
enthusiastically  on  one  or  two  points  than  I  did  then  ;  but  I  have  seen  no 
I'eason  to  change  the  general  views  which  I  held  then.  I  still  believe  that 
we  have  in  the  Iliad  and  Od\  ssey,  the  genuine  works — allowing  of  course 
for  a  certain  amount  of  interpolation — of  a  real  personal  Homer.  There 
are  of  course  difiBculties  about  such  a  belief,  but  the  difficulties  the  other 
way  seem  to  me  to  be  greater.  The  theory  of  Mr.  Paley,  the  most  un- 
believing of  all,  I  hope  some  day  to  have  an  opportunity  of  examining  in 
detail.     1873.] 

[I  have  now  added,  as  an  Appendix,  an  article  which  I  wrote  on  the 
new  theory  of  Professor  Gcddes.     1879.] 
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perhaps  his  familiarity  with  the  purest  and  most  ennobling 
soiirce  of  inspiration  may  have  had  some  effect  in  adorning 
Mr.  Gladstone's  political  oratory  with  more  than  one  of  its 
noblest  features.  He  is  not  unlike  the  Achilleus  of  his  own 
story.     He  may  at  least  say  with  equal  right, 

i)(6pos  yap  p-oi  Keivos,  6[ji.cos  AtSao  irvXTjcni', 

OS  X    ^Tfpov  fiev  Kevdei  ev\  (ppecriv,  aXXo  6e  jSafet. 

What  strikes  one  more  than  anything  else  throughout  Mr . 
Gladstone's  volumes  is  the  intense  earnestness,  the  loftiness  of 
moral  purpose,  which  breathes  in  every  page.  He  has  not 
taken  up  Homer  as  a  plaything,  nor  even  as  a  mere  literary 
enjoyment.  To  him  the  study  of  the  Prince  of  Poets  is  clearly 
a  means  by  which  himself  and  other  men  may  be  made  wiser 
and  better.  Here  lies  an  immeasureable  distance  between 
him  and  a  purely  literary  critic  like  Colonel  Mure.  Indeed 
Mr.  Gladstone's  morality,  pure  and  noble  as  it  is,  is,  we  think, 
somewhat  overwrought.  It  sometimes  sinks  into  asceticism, 
sometimes  into  over-scrupulousness.  So,  in  the  more  purely 
intellectual  portions  of  his  inquiry,  we  can  easily  see  that 
same  over-subtlety  with  which  his  censors  reproach  him  in 
his  speeches.  Everywhere  minute,  everywhere  ingenious,  he 
often  attempts  to  prove  too  much,  and  to  find  meanings  in 
Homer  of  which  Homer  certainly  never  dreamed.  In  short, 
every  one  of  the  noblest  qualities  which  adorn,  every  one  of 
the  defects  which  mar,  the  political  portraiture  of  the  most 
earnest  and  eloquent  of  living  statesmen,  is  to  be  found  trans- 
ferred in  all  its  fulness  to  the  Studies  on  Homer  and  the 
Homeric  Age. 

In  one  point  at  least  of  his  subject,  and  that  the  greatest 
of  all,  Mr.  Gladstone  certainly  stands  unrivalled.  In  his 
pages  Homer  has,  for  the  first  time  for  many  ages,  had  full 
justice  done  to  him.  This  saying  may  seem  strange,  after 
Homer  has  so  long  been  alike  the  text-book  of  school-boys 
and  the  delight  of  riper  scholars ;  but  it  is  true,  after  all, 
that  Mr.  Gladstone  has  been  the  first  to  teach  us  to  admire 
Homer  as  we  ought.     He  claims  for  him,  and  that  most  justly. 
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a  place  differing,  not  only  in  degree  but  in  kind,  from  all  who 
have  come  after  him.  lie  is  the  first  of  poets,  to  whom  ]Janto 
and  Shakespere  alone  could  over  bo  seriously  compared  ;  and 
he  is  set  above  Dante  and  Shakespere  by  the  fact  of  his  being 
the  first  in  time,  with  every  thought  native  and  unborrowed. 
Homer  is  moreover  not  only  a  poet,  but,  indirectly  at  least, 
he  is  a  historian,  a  moralist,  and  a  divine  ;  he  is  our  sole 
witness  to  the  events,  the  manners,  and  the  creed  of  Greece 
in  her  heroic  age.  Yet,  as  Mr.  Gladstone  truly  complains, 
for  ages  past  men  have  not  learned  to  draw  the  proper  lino 
between  him  and  all  who  came  after  him.  They  have  not 
even  learned  to  come  to  the  fountain-head,  and  to  quaff  for 
themselves  at  the  true  well  of  inspiration.  Men's  ideas  of 
the  Homeric  age  are  largely  drawn,  not  from  Homer  himself, 
but  from  modern  descriptions  or  abridgements,  or  at  best 
from  the  later  Greek  and  Latin  writers.  The  popular  con- 
ception of  the  Homeric  characters  comes,  not  so  much  from 
Homer  himself,  as  from  poets  like  Virgil  and  Euripides,  who 
treat  Homeric  subjects  in  a  non-Homeric  manner,  and  in 
Avhose  hands  both  the  spirit  of  the  heroic  age  and  the  likeness 
of  the  individual  heroes  is  utterly  defaced  and  degraded. 
The  school-boy  reads  Homer  as  his  first  Greek  poet;  but 
he  does  not  read  through  the  Hiad  and  Odyssey,  and,  if  he 
did,  he  would  be  unable  to  fathom  their  full  depth  and 
greatness.  In  the  Universities  Homer  is  strangely  neglected 
for  the  tragedians.  In  general  life  many  a  man  keeps  up 
some  knowledge  of  Latin  literature  and  Latin  poets,  while, 
if  he  has  ever  gained  any  real  knowledge  of  those  of  Greece, 
he  has  altogether  let  it  slip.  In  the  very  assembly  where 
Mr.  Gladstone  holds  so  high  a  place,  it  is  quite  regular  to 
quote  the  heartless  and  egotistical  talk  of  the  pious  ^neas, 
while  one  word  of  the  living  oratory  of  Achilleus  spoken 
in  his  own  tongue  would  be  at  once  cried  out  against  as  a 
breach  of  order.  That  unhappy  habit,  continued  in  blind 
imitation  of  mediaeval  practice,  by  which  we  begin  education 
with  the  artificial  literature  of  Home,  instead  of  going  at  once 
to  the  fountain diead  of  immortal  Greece,  has  done  endless 
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harm  to  Homeric  and  to  all  Hellenic  study.  Mr.  Gladstone 
himself  has  not  escaped.  The  example  of  many  earlier 
scholars,  strengthened  by  the  authority  of  Bishop  Thirl  wall 
and  Mr.  Grrote,  has  fully  established  the  practice  of  calling 
the  Greek  Gods  by  their  own  names,  instead  of  those  of  the 
analogous  Italian  deities  ;  yet  Mr.  Gladstone  goes  back  to  the 
bygone  fashion  of  calling  Zeus  Jupiter  and  Athene  Minerva. 
He  disapproves  of  the  practice,  but  he  does  it  all  the  same. 
Now  really  nothing  is  more  fatal  than  this.  In  the  first  place 
it  is  simply  a  blunder.  It  is  confounding  two  distinct  and 
very  different  religions.  There  is  just  as  much  and  just  as 
little  reason  for  calling  Zeus  Jupiter  as  there  is  for  calling  him 
Woden  or  Brahma.*  And  the  practice  is  utterly  inconsistent 
with  the  aim  which  Mr.  Gladstone  so  specially  seeks  after,  the 
separation  of  the  Homeric  poems  from  all  later  and  inferior 
literature.  Mars,  Venus,  Vulcan,  are  thoroughly  vulgarized  ; 
so  are  Jupiter  and  Juno  somewhat  less  thoroughly.  But 
the  real  Olympian  Gods  are  still  nearly  untouched,  Mr. 
Gladstone,  of  all  men,  was  bound  to  keep  the  Homeric 
Olympos  pure  from  the  introduction  of  what  are  practically 
degrading  nicknames.  So,  in  rescuing  the  hero  of  Ithaca 
from  the  calumnies  of  Virgil,  we  would  also  rescue  his  name 
from  the  perversions  of  Latin  tongues.  Ulysses  may  pass, 
and  welcome,  as  the  cruel  and  crafty  sinner  of  the  ^neid  ; 
but  let  us  keep  unhurt  in  name  as  well  as  in  character  the 
true  and  brave  and  wise  Achaian  hero,  the  divine  Odysseu  s 
of  Homer.f 

*  [Practically  Woden  answers  to  Zeus;  jihilologically  the  English 
cognate  of  Zeus  is  Thu — the  eponymos  of  Tuesday.] 

t  [Odv/sseus,  not  Odwsseus.  Mr.  Geddes  has  some  arguments,  perfectly 
convincing,  but,  one  would  have  thought,  a  little  superfluous,  against 
writing  Kl?itaimuestra.  Now  the  truth  is  that  y  is  not  only  the  Latin 
representative  of  v  ;  it  is  the  English  representative  also.  In  the  oldest 
attempt  to  represent  Greek  words  in  English,  v  is  expressed  by  y.  And 
quite  naturally  ;  for  either  i  or  u  would  liave  given  a  different  sound  from 
that  wliich  was  wanted,  which  is  the  sound  of  the  German  ii.  It  would 
not  be  hard  to  prove  that  this  was  the  received  sound  of  the  Greek  v  in 
the  ninth  century,  though  in  the  tenth  it  was  getting  confounded  with  the 
sound  of  I.       This  is  what  happens  to  the  u  sound  in  all  languages.     Both 
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Mr.  Grladstone  scarcely  outers  at  all  into  wLat  is  called  tlie 
'  Homeric  controversy.'  He  takes  for  granted,  and  we  think 
quite  fairly  as  regards  all  the  main  points,  that  the  contro- 
versy exists  no  longer ;  that  the  matter  has  been  set  at  rest 
by  the  unanswerable  arguments  of  Colonel  Mure.  It  shows 
indeed  how  truly  Mr.  Gladstone  may  comj^lain  of  Homer 
being  imperfectly  understood,  when  the  critics  of  one  age 
undertook  to  run  him  down,  and  the  critics  of  the  next 
thought  it  a  great  exploit  to  tear  him  in  pieces.  Little 
indeed  could  men  have  understood  the  epic  art  of  Homer, 
how  little  could  they  have  entered  into  the  wonderful  dramatic 
power  by  which  every  character  is  clearly  conceived  and 
consistently  kept  up  from  Alpha  of  the  Iliad  to  Omega  of 
the  Odyssey,  when  they  looked  upon  the  poems  as  mere 
chance  assemblages  of  detached  ballads.  It  is  to  the  honour 
of  English  common  sense  that  the  notions  were  never  very 
prevalent  among  us,  and  that  it  is  by  English  scholarship 
that  they  have  been  finally  overthrown.  Mr.  Grote,  though 
a  partial  unbeliever,  raised  a  vigorous  protest  against  the 
worst  forms  of  unbelief.  Colonel  Mure  and  Mr.  Gladstone 
have  done  the  business  more  thoroughly,  and  have  cast  the 
whole  wretched  theory  to  the  winds.  It  is  impossible  to  go 
through  the  works  of  these  two  great  scholars  without  feeling 
more  and  more  convinced  that  the  old  critics  of  Alexandria 
were  more  skilful  in  their  art  than  the  modern  critics  of 
Germany.     They  have  given  back  to  us  the  living  personal 

in  Greek  and  in  English,  v  and  y  are  in  polite  speech  no  longer  to  be 
distinguished  from  t  and  i,  though  the  original  sound  keeps  a  dialectic 
existence  in  both  languages.  The  only  difficulty  is  that  we  cannot  use 
y  for  V  when  the  Greek  letter  appears  as  part  of  a  diphthong.  We  cannot 
write  Odysse«/s.  The  truth  is  that  the  Greek  v  is  really  two,  if  not  three 
letters.  Its  diphthongal  sound  in  ov,  ev,  av,  has  no  relation  to  its  sound 
as  a  single  vowel.  Whether,  at  the  time  when  the  received  renderino'  of 
Greek  words  into  Latin  letters  was  devised,  those  combinations  had  the 
same  sounds  which  they  have  now  or  any  other,  there  was  at  least  as  wide 
a  distinction  among  them  as  there  is  now.  For  v  simple  the  Latins 
invented  a  special  letter  y ;  ov  they  expressed  by  u,  av  and  ev  by  au  and 
eu.  We  may  be  satisfied  to  do  the  same ;  only  we  can  express  ou  more 
exactly  els  ou.     1879.] 
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Homer,  the  first  of  bards  and  tlie  first  of  sages,  the  painter 
of  the  whole  life  of  heroic  Greece,  the  man  who  drew 
Achilleus  and  Odysseus,  Helen  and  Penelopeia,  and  who 
peopled  Olympos  with  the  grand  assemblage  of  deities 
created  after  the  likeness  of  man.  They  have  set  up  again 
the  true  Homeric  faith.  We  have  again  our  Homer,  the 
author  of  the  Iliad  and  Odyssey,  and  of  the  Iliad  and 
Odyssey  only,  with  his  works  handed  down  to  us  in  a  state 
nearly  as  pure  as  any  other  part  of  the  ancient  literature  of 
Hellas.* 

But,  while  Mr.  Gladstone  has  done  no  more  than  justice  in 
claiming  for  Homer  his  place  at  the  head  of  the  poets  of  all 
ages,  in  claiming  for  him  a  paramount  authority  as  the  one 
trustworthy  expounder  of  the  heroic  life  of  Greece,  we  cannot 
but  think  that  he  goes  a  great  deal  too  far  in  the  amount 
of  positive  historical  credit  which  he  allows  to  him.  Mr. 
Gladstone  seems  almost  willing  to  accept  the  Iliad  as  a 
substantially  true  metrical  chronicle.  The  case  seems  to  us 
to  be  this.  Homer  is  a  very  high  historical  authority  in  a 
certain  sense.  We  have  no  doubt  that  his  heroic  age  is  a 
real  age.  It  is  drawn  with  all  the  simplicity  and  artlessness 
of  a  picture  taken  from  the  life.  Homer  describes  the  kind 
of  scenes  which  he  had  seen  himself  and  had  heard  of  from 
his  father.  No  doubt  he  describes  the  heroic  life  in  its  best 
colours ;  but  it  is  still  a  real  life  and  not  an  imaginary  one. 
In  a  conscious  and  reflecting  age  a  writer  may,  by  a  com- 
bination of  antiquarian'  knowledge  and  poetical  genius,  pro- 
duce a  vivid  picture  of  a  long  past  age.  But  such  a  picture 
smells  of  the  lamp ;  it  needs  an  historical  student  either  to 
produce  or  thoroughly  to  enter  into  it.  Or  again,  a  great 
poet  may  produce  a  grand  picture  out  of  an  utterly  fictitious 
tale,  with  no  reproduction  of  any  age  in  particular.  The 
former  has  been  at  least  the  aim  of  writers  like  Scott  and 
Bulwer.      The  latter  we  see  in  Shakespere's  King  Lear.f 

*  [I  must  confess  that,   though  I  do  not  pledge  myself  to  Mr.  Geddes' 

theory,  I  should  hardly  write  so  positively  after  reading  his  book.     1879.] 

t  [I  might  add  Macbeth;    for,  though  Lear  is  an  imaginary  person, 
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Now  nothing  is  plainer  than  that  the  Iliad  belongs  to  neither 
of  these  classes.  In  Homer  we  cannot  talk  of  either  know- 
ledge or  ignorance.  He  simply  sets  before  us  the  life  which 
he  himself  lived,  described  doubtless  in  its  fairest  and  noblest 
aspect,  but  still  essentially  the  real  life  of  his  own  time. 
For  all  points  of  archaeology,  all  customs,  forms  of  govern- 
ment, modes  of  religious  belief,  we  refer  to  Homer  witli 
unshaken  faith.  And,  if  we  accept  him  as  an  autliority  at 
all,  it  clearly  follows  that  we  must,  with  Mr.  Gladstone, 
accept  him  as  a  paramount  authority,  differing  in  kind  from 
all  others.  For  he  alone  is  a  direct  witness ;  every  one  else 
sjjeaks  at  secondhand. 

But  this  is  quite  another  matter  from  following  Mr. 
Gladstone  in  his  whole  length  of  accepting  Homer,  as  he 
really  seems  to  do,  as  strictly  an  historical  authority,  if  not 
on  the  level  of  Thucydides,  at  any  rate  on  that  of  Herodotus. 
To  justify  us  in  this  we  need  something  like  corroborative 
evidence,  something  like  testimony  as  to  the  time  when  he 
lived,  and  the  means  of  knowledge  which  he  had.  But 
such  corroborative  testimony  utterly  fails  us.  We  know 
nothing  either  of  Homer  or  of  the  Homeric  heroes  except 
from  Homer  himself.  We  have  no  kind  of  chronology,  no 
means  of  judging  how  long  a  time  passed  between  the  events 
themselves  and  the  bard  who  sang  of  them.  He  may,  as  a 
boy,  have  seen  Odysseus  as  an  old  man,  or  he  may  have 
thought  of  Odysseus  as  living  ages  before  himself.  We 
cannot  tell  one  way  or  the  other.  Mr.  Gladstone  himself 
has  shown  how  little  is  j)roved  either  way  by  such  sayings 
as  that  about  oIol  vvv  ^porol  elac.  Now,  in  either  ease,  we 
may  be  sure  that  Homer's  picture  of  Odysseus  faithfully  sets 
forth  the  manners  and  feelings  of  his  own  time,  whether  his 
own  time  was  really  the  time  of  Odysseus  or  not.  Such  is 
always  the  case  with  a  purely  native  and  unlearned  poetry. 
In  either  case  he  is  equally  great  as  a  poet,  equally  valuable 
as  an  archaeological  witness.     But  the  two  supposed  cases 

while  Macbeth  and  his  much  calumniated  wile  rtally  lived,  tliev  have 
been  cbauged  iuto  iraa-iuary  perbuns  in  the  hands  of  legend-makers.] 
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make  simply  all  the  diflference  as  to  his  strictly  historical 
credit.  In  short  we  are  not  in  a  position  to  judge.  We 
have  no  means  of  cross-examining  our  witness.  We  can 
neither  accept  his  story  nor  cast  it  aside. 

Analogy  may  indeed  help  us  a  little.  Homer  gives  us  a 
poetical  account  of  events  of  which  we  have  no  historical 
record.  Now  other  ages  give  us  poetical  or  romantic  accounts 
of  events  of  which  we  have  also  the  real  history.*  In  these 
cases  we  commonly  find  a  certain  foundation  of  fact,  but 
the  truth  is  covered  over  with  fictitious  details.  A  few 
leading  persons,  a  few  leading  events,  are  still  preserved,  but 
the  great  bulk  of  the  tale  is  fabulous.  The  names  of  Attila 
and  Theodoric  may  be  just  seen,  and  no  more,  in  the  old 
Teutonic  romances.  There  is  an  Arthur  and  a  Charlemagne 
of  history,  an  Arthur  and  a  Charlemagne  of  romance.f  Of 
the  Arthur  of  history  we  can  only  say  that  he  was  a  British 
prince  who  withstood  the  English  invaders.  In  Geoffrey  of 
Monmouth  he  does  exploits  rather  in  the  style  of  the 
Seven  Champions  of  Christendom.  Of  the  Charlemagne  of 
history,  thanks  to  Einhard  and  the  Capitularies,  we  know 
far  more  than  of  many  much  later  Kings.  But  the  Charle- 
magne of  romance,  with  his  adventures  at  Constantinople 
and  Jerusalem,  is  quite  another  person  Irom  the  Charles 
who  beheaded  the  Saxons  and  was  crowned  by  Pope  Leo  at 
Rome.  Whenever  we  have  the  means  of  judging  in  such 
cases,  we  find  that  there  is  a  kernel  of  truth  ;  but  it  is  a 
kernel  so  overlaid  with  fiction,  that,  without  external  help, 
it  is  impossible  to  distinguish  the  two. 

We  have  here  taken  an  analogy  very  unfavourable  to 
Homer,  but  it  is  one  which  we  think  justifies  us  in  assuming 
that  the  Homeric  poems  do  contain  some  portion  of  true 

*  [I  have  siuce  said  something  on  this  head  in  the  Essay  on  the 
Mythical  and  Romantic  Elements  in  Early  English  History,  in  my  former 
series.] 

t  [I  should  now  say  a  Charles  of  history  and  a  Charlemagne  of  romance. 
The  distinction  is  convenient,  and  I  wish  that  we  had  one  of  the  same 
kind  to  distinguish  the  real  Arthur  who  fought  against  Ccrdic  from  the 
mythical  suhjcct  of  so  many  romances  and  poems.] 
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history.  We  cannot  fancy  that  they  are  less  trustworthy 
than  the  romances  of  Charlemagne  and  Arthur.  It  is  very 
likely  that  they  are  much  more  trustworthy.  It  is  very 
likely  that  Homer  lived  much  nearer  to  the  events  which  he 
records,  and  that  he  was  much  more  careful  of  truth  in 
recording  them.  The  chances  are  greatly  in  favour  of  the 
Homeric  poems  containing  very  mucli  more  historical  truth 
than  the  mediaeval  romances.  But  we  are  not  in  a  position  to 
measure  the  exact  amount  of  truth.  We  cannot  dogmatize 
either  way.  In  the  worst  case  we  may  be  pretty  sure  there 
is  some  truth  ;  in  the  best  case  we  may  be  pretty  sure  there 
is  a  good  deal  of  fiction.  But  we  cannot  say  how  much  is 
truth  and  how  much  is  fiction,  except  when  we  can  find 
some  external  evidence,  either  to  corroborate  or  to  confute, 
or  else  when  there  is  some  interval  evidence  which  carries 
with  it  an  overwhelming  conviction  either  of  truth  or  of 
falsehood. 

Now  for  some  points  of  the  Homeric  story  strong  external 
evidence  may  be  brought  in  corroboration.  It  is  the  fault 
of  the  school  represented  by  Sir  G-.  C.  Lewis  to  rely  too 
much  upon  written  books  only,  and  almost  to  put  out  of  sight 
the  growing  sciences  of  archaeology  and  ethnology.  But 
these  last  sometimes  step  in  very  opportunely  to  confirm  the 
legend.  The  Iliad  speaks  of  A  great  King  of  Mykene  as 
warring  on  the  coast  of  Asia.  To  one  who  knew  Greece 
only  from  Herodotus  and  Thucydides  the  story  would  seem 
absurd.  In  their  pages  Mykene  appears  utterly  insignifi- 
cant ;  Homer's  picture  of  it  as  the  capital  of  Peloponnesos 
might  be  cast  aside  as  wholly  incredible.  But  go  to  the 
place  itself,  look  at  the  wonderful  remains  of  early  mao-nifi- 
cence  which  are  still  there,  and  the  difficulty  at  once  vanishes. 
Legend  and  archaeology  between  them  have  kept  alive  a 
truth  which  history  has  lost.  We  may  fairly  set  down  the 
Pelopid  dynasty  as  a  real  dynasty.  But,  if  we  are  asked 
whether  Atreus  and  Agamemon  were  real  persons,  we  have 
no  evidence  to  make  us  decide  either  way.     Again,  the  settle- 
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ment  of  large  bodies  of  Greeks  on  the  Asiatic  shore  is  an 
undoubted  fact.  And  it  is  impossible  not  to  connect  with 
this  undoubted  fact  the  legend  of  the  Trojan  war.  It  is 
impossible  not  to  believe  that  the  warfare  of  Agamemnon 
represents  some  stage  or  other  of  the  process  which  made 
the  western  coast  of  Asia  Hellenic.  Again,  ethnological 
evidence  alone  would  lead  us  to  believe  that  the  Greeks  found 
there  a  people  separated  from  themselves  by  no  very  wide 
ethnical  barrier.  This  exactly  falls  in  with  Homer's  portrai- 
ture of  the  Trojans.  They  are  inferior  to  the  Greeks,  but 
they  are  not  broadly  distinguished  from  them  in  creed, 
manners,  or  language.  Here  ethnology  supports  legend. 
That  Greeks  did  war  on  the  Hellespont  is  certain ;  that  a 
Mykenaian  King  may  have  led  them  is  highly  probable. 
Here  then  we  have  clear  external  evidence  corroborating 
the  bare  historical  kernel  around  which  the  poetry  of  the 
Iliad  has  gathered. 

Again,  there  are  some  places  in  which  internal  evidence 
leads  us  to  the  belief  that  Homer  meant  to  make  direct  and 
accurate  statements  of  historical  fact.  We  have  never  doubted 
for  a  moment  that  the  Catalogue  in  the  Iliad  is  a  real  picture 
of  the  Greek  geography  of  the  time.  It  is  quite  unlike  any 
such  catalogues  in  other  poems  or  romances,  where  distance 
either  of  time  or  space  allowed  the  author  to  invent  at 
pleasure,  and  to  tickle  his  audience  with  strange  or  high- 
sounding  names.  The  exact  amount  of  its  historical  value, 
the  degree  to  which  we  are  justified  in  appealing  to  it  to 
prove  the  existence  of  particular  persons,  depends  upon  the 
(juestion  which  we  cannot  answer,  How  long  did  Homer  live 
after  his  heroes  ?  But  we  may  surely  trust  it  for  the  names 
and  the  position  of  cities,  for  the  boundaries  of  regions,  and 
for  their  importance  relatively  to  one  another.  We  may  be 
quite  sure  that,  even  if  Homer's  heroes  lived  ages  before 
him,  he  would  give  us  the  geography  of  his  own  times  and 
not  that  of  any  other ;  and  in  the  geography  of  his  own 
times  he  could  not  venture  to  be  otherwise  than  accurate, 
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witJi  all  Greece  ready  to  criticize  and  confute  him.*  Again, 
when  he  makes  Poseidon  foretell  that,  after  Priam  and  his 
city  had  fallen,  the  children's  children  of  Aineias  wonld 
still  go  on  reigning  in  the  Troad,  it  is  impossible  not  to  believe 
that  there  was,  in  the  poet's  days,  an  existing  dynasty, 
sj^rung  or  claiming  to  spring  from  Aineias.  And  on  negative 
points  the  historical  testimony  of  Homer  becomes  of  the 
highest  importance.  If  he  had  ever  heard  of  those  Egyj:»tian 
and  Asiatic  settlements  in  Greece  which  are  dreamed  of  by 
later  writers,  it  is  utterly  impossible  that  there  should  have 
been,  as  there  now  is,  not  the  slightest  reference  to  them  in 
any  portion  of  the  poems.  The  lines  in  which  Homer 
describes  the  passing  of  the  sceptre  from  father  to  son  along 
the  line  of  Pelops  may  or  may  not  be  enough  evidence  to 
prove  the  real  existence  of  eacb  of  the  potentates  which  they 
speak  of,  but,  as  other  evidence  has  led  ns  to  believe  that 
the  dynasty  is  a  real  dynasty,  so  this  passage  may  lead  us 
to  believe  that  it  was  not  a  dynasty  of  foreign  blood.  Had 
Homer  believed  the  patriarch  of  the  house  of  Agamemnon 
to  have  been  of  Lydian  birth,  he  would  hardly  have  left  the 
fact  to  be  first  told  to  us  by  Pindar. 

But  we  must  remember,  on  the  other  hand,  that  the 
silence  of  Homer  on  any  point  is  not  absolutely  conclusive. 
It  is  conclusive  only  when  the  point  is  one  which  we  cannot 
fancy  him  failing  to  speak  of,  had  he  heard  of  it.  This 
applies  both  in  divine  and  in  human  affairs.  Nothing  is 
more  certain  than  that  Homer  did  not  invent,  however  much 
he  may  have  embellished,  either  his  Olympian  mythology 
or  his  Trojan  war.  The  constant  references  which  the 
Odyssey  contains  to  matters  which  do  not  come  within  the 
range  of  the  Iliad,  fully  show  that  there  was  a  great  mass  of 
floating  Troic  legend,  of  which  Homer  only  wrought  up  so 
much  as  suited  his  own  purpose.  Again,  it  is  equally  clear 
that  Homer  allowed  his  own  taste  or  discretion  to  settle  the 

*  [Every  time  I  read  the  Homeric  Catalogue  I  am  the  more  convinced 
that  we  have  in  it  a  real  picture  of  early  Greek  geography.  No  conceivable 
motive  can  be  thought  of  for  its  invention  at  any  later  time.] 
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prominence  to  be  allowed  to  different  portions  of  his  theo- 
logical system.  The  series  of  revolutions  by  which  Zeus 
was  enthroned  on  Olympos  were  clearly  not  unknoAvn  to 
Homer;  but,  while  yEschylus  has  chosen  to  bring  them 
prominently  forward,  Homer  has  chosen  to  keep  them  in  the 
background.  It  may  therefore  sometimes  happen  that  even 
very  late  and  inferior  writers  may  preserve  traditions  which 
fill  up  Homeric  gaps  or  explain  Homeric  allusions.  But  we 
fully  grant  to  Mr.  Gladstone  that  Homer's  authority  is 
absolutely  paramount;  that  every  other  testimony  is 
merely  secondary  ;  that,  though  we  may  admit  some  things 
which  are  not  in  Homer,  we  must  admit  nothing  which  is 
inconsistent  with  Homer. 

In  what  we  have  already  said  we  have  gone  through 
pretty  nearly  all  that  we  have  to  say  on  Mr.  Gladstone's 
Prolegomena,  and  we  have  forestalled  some  parts  of  the 
later  divisions  of  his  work.  Of  its  three  volumes,  the  first 
the  contains '  Prolegomena '  and '  Achseis,  or  the  Ethnology  of 
Greek  Eaces  ;'  the  second  is  wholly  devoted  to  '  Olympus,  or 
the  Eeligion  of  the  Homeric  Age;'  the  third  contains  '  Agore, 
Politics  of  the  Homeric  Age  ; '  '  Ilios  :  Trojans  and  Greeks 
compared;'  'Thalassa:  the  Outer  Geograj)hy;'  'Aoidos:  some 
points  of  the  Poetry  of  Homer.'  Here  is  matter  enough, 
matter  whose  full  examination  would  need  a  volume  rather 
than  an  essay,  if  we  were  to  examine  with  any  minuteness. 
The  treatment  of  the  different  sections  too  is  widely  different, 
both  in  kind  and  in  merit.  Eightly  to  deal  with  some  of 
them  would  involve  a  minute  examination  of  nearly  the  whole 
Homeric  text.  Other  parts  are  of  a  more  general  character, 
and  to  them  we  shall  chiefly  confine  our  attention. 

The  division  headed  '  Thalassa '  we  shall  not  go  into  at  all. 
It  is  entirely  devoted  to  points  of  minute  mythical  geography, 
which,  if  examined  at  all,  must  be  examined  in  great  detail. 
It  is  better  to  pass  it  by  than  to  deal  with  it  cursorily  and 
unworthily.  We  will  only  say  that  it  shows  Mr.  Gladstone's 
never-failing  minuteness  and  never-failing  ingenuity  in  a 
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high  degree ;  but  we  decline  to  pronounce  any  opinion  for 
or  against  the  accuracy  of  his  theory. 

'  Acha3is '  is  a  division  which  we  cannot  undertako  to 
examine  in  detail,  and  which  yet  we  cannot  pass  by  quite 
so  briefly  as  '  Thalassa.'  It  is,  to  our  minds,  the  weakest 
part  of  the  book :  and  we  shall  presently  give  our  reasons 
for  thinking  so. 

'Olympus'  is  perhaps  the  most  important  part  of  the 
work,  and  it  shows  most  fully  all  the  strength  and  all 
the  weakness  of  the  author's  mind.  '  Agore,'  '  llios,'  and 
'  Aoidos,'  all  contain  much  attractive  and  admirable  matter, 
mingled  with  things  here  and  there  from  which  we  dissent. 
To  these  four  sections  we  shall  give  our  chief  attention,  with- 
out binding  ourselves  minutely  to  follow  Mr.  Gladstone's 
arrangement. 

But,  first,  for  a  few  words  as  to  the  ethnological  portion 
of  the  work,  the  section  headed  '  Achseis.'  It  is  no  dispar- 
agement to  Mr.  Gladstone  to  say  that  he  is  not  an  ethnologer. 
He  is  so  many  things  that  are  great  and  good  that  he  can 
afford  to  be  told  that  he  has  made  a  mistake  in  entering  at 
all  on  this  particular  field.  We  do  not  know  how  far  our 
conjecture  is  really  correct ;  but  it  seems  to  us  that  while 
Mr.  Gladstone  has  always  kept  up  his  general  scholarship 
in  other  respects,  he  is  a  kind  of  serus  siudiorum  in  this 
special  branch.  Now  ethnology,  like  every  other  science, 
needs  a  preliminary  discipline,  and  the  greatest  mind  cannot 
deal  with  the  subject  offhand.  Of  Mr.  Gladstone's  wonder- 
fully minute  study  of  the  poems,  of  the  wonderful  ingenuity 
of  his  mind,  this  section  gives  perhaps  the  fullest  proof  of 
any.  But  it  is  equally  clear  that  he  has  no  scientific  way  of 
looking  at  ethnological  problems.  He  seems  to  have  no  clear 
view  of  the  general  relations  between  the  great  divisions  of 
the  human  family.  He  is  carried  away  by  small  points  of  in- 
cidental likeness  and  unlikeness.  He  finds  a  kindred  between 
Pelasgians  and  Egyptians,  because  both  are  agricultural  and 
neither  (according  to  him)  maritime.     At  the  end   of  his 
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inquiry,  he  seems  to  identify  Medes,  Egyptians,  and  Pelas- 
gians  with  the  remains  of  the  Allophylian  races  in  western 
and  northern  Europe.      If  this  means  anything,  it   must 
mean  that  Medes,  Egyptians,  and  Pelasgians  were  all  Tura- 
nian, a  view  which  certainly  struck  us  with  no  small  amaze- 
ment.     We  had  long  ago  made  up  our   own  minds   that 
the  Pelasgians  and  the  Hellenes  differed  pretty  much  as  the 
different  branches,  or  rather  as  the  different  stages,  of  the 
Teutonic  nations  ;  as  Danes  from  Germans,  or  rather  perhaps 
as  Anglo-Saxons  *  from  modern  Englishmen.      These  Tura- 
nian Pelasgians  were,  according  to  Mr.  Gladstone,  overlaid 
by  the  Aryan  Hellenes  fresh  from  Persia.  His  arguments  seem 
to  be,  that  the  names "EWoi  and"'EXX7)ve<i  come  near  to  that 
of  the  Eelleats  in  modern  Persia ;  that,  on  the  other  hand, 
the  name  of  Fars  or  Persia  is  met  with  again  in  the  hero 
Perseus  and  the  goddess  Perseiiilwne ;  that  AcJiaimenes  and 
AcJiaia  may  be  connected ;  that  there  is  some  likeness  between 
the  manners  of  the  heroic  Greeks  and  those  of  the  nomad 
tribes   of  modern   Persia.     Now   there   is   a  good  deal  of 
Turkish  blood  in  modern  Persia ;  and  one  would  like  to  be 
quite  sure  how  many  of  Mr.  Gladstone's  Eelleats  are  true 
Iranians  of  the  land  of  light,  and  how  many  are  Turanian 
impostors  from  the  land  of  darkness.     But  granting  that 
the  forefathers  of  every  living  Eelleat  were  found  under  the 
banner  of  Eoostam,  what  does  it  all  prove  ?    We  really  never 
knew  a  man  of  a  fourth  part  of  Mr.  Gladstone's  understand- 
ing patch  up  a  theory  on  such  wretchedly  slender  evidence. 
Undoubtedly  the  Hellenes  and  the  Persians  are  connected, 
because  both  are  members  of  the  great  Aryan  family  ;  but  we 
cannot  see  the  slightest  sign  of  any  more  special  connexion. 
Greeks  and  Persians  are  kindred  ;  so  are  Greeks  and  Hindoos, 
Greeks  and  Teutons,  Greeks  and  Slaves,  Greeks  and  Celts. 
But  Mr.  Gladstone's   special  Helleno-Persian  brotherhood 
seems  to  us  to  rest  upon  no  good  ground  whatever.     It  is  just 

*  [I  should  not  now  talk  about  '  Anglo-Saxons '  as  opposed  to  'modern 
Englishmen.'  But  it  should  be  remembered  that  the  word  '  Anglo-Saxon ' 
is  a  perfectly  good  word,  if  people  would  only  use  it  in  its  right  meaning.] 
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the  sort  of  thought  which  might  come  into  the  mind  of  an 
ingenious  man  who  liad  heard  of  some  of  the  discoveries  of 
modern  ethnology,  but  who  had  not  learned  to  look  at  them 
in  their  scientific  bearings.  But  it  is  quite  unworthy  of  Mr. 
Gladstone.  He  is  a  man  whom  we  may  fairly  ask  to  forbear 
from  dealing  with  any  subject  except  the  many  of  which  he 
is  master. 

We  will  now  turn  to  the  Olympian  division  of  the  work. 
In  treating  the  mythological  side  of  the  Homeric  poems, 
there  are  two  obvious  ways  of  dealing  with  the  subject.  The 
commentator  may,  if  he  will,  strictly  keep  himself  to  the 
Homeric  text ;  he  may  bring  out,  as  fiir  as  may  be,  the  belief 
about  his  Gods  which  was  held  by  Homer  himself ;  he  may 
compare  passage  with  passage,  and,  if  need  be,  he  may  con- 
trast the  Homeric  picture  with  that  of  other  poets  and  philo- 
sophers. In  short,  he  may  deal  with  the  Gods  simply  as 
divine  actors  in  the  poems  ;  he  may  comment  on  their  func- 
tions and  characters  as  conceived  by  the  poet,  and  he  may 
draw  whatever  lessons,  poetical  or  moral,  may  be  suggested 
by  the  part  which  they  play  in  the  story.  In  such  a  view 
as  this,  the  origin  of  the  Hellenic  mythology,  its  relation  to 
other  religious  systems,  are  altogether  beside  the  question. 
But  in  another  aspect,  these  latter  questions  become  altogether 
paramount,  while  the  mode  of  dealing  with  the  subject  which 
may  have  been  followed  by  Homer  or  any  other  Greek  poet 
becomes  important  only  as  part  of  the  evidence.  Professor 
Max  Midler,  in  his  most  striking  paper  in  the  Oxford  Essays, 
has  shown  that  there  is  a  science  of  Comparative  Mythology, 
just  as  there  is  a  science  of  Comparative  Philology.*  The 
two  sciences  follow  the  same  process  of  argument,  and  indeed, 
to  a  great  extent,  they  work  upon  the  same  set  of  facts. 
Neither  the  Greek  language  nor  the  Greek  mythology  stands 

*  [It  must  be  remembered  that  this  was  written  when  Comparative 
Mythology  was  quite  a  new  subject,  and  when  even  Comparative  Philo- 
logy had  not  made  much  way  in  England  ;  otherwise  there  now  seems 
something  amusing  in  the  way  in  which  I  wrote  then.l 
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alone  ;  each  is  a  member  of  a  family.  Neither  of  them  there- 
fore can  be  fully  understood  without  reference  to  the  other 
languages  and  the  other  mythologies  of  the  same  family.  A 
man  who  understands  neither  Sanscrit  nor  Teutonic  may 
indeed  reach  to  a  high  degree  of  Greek  scholarship  of  a 
certain  kind ;  he  may  know  all  the  minutest  usages  of  the 
language,  and  he  may  be  able  fully  to  enter  into  every 
literary  beauty  of  the  poet  or  the  orator.  So  may  a  man 
who  knows  nothing  of  Indian  or  Scandinavian  mythology  no 
less  fully  enter  into  the  poetical  or  the  political  character  of 
the  mythology  of  Greece ;  he  may  fully  understand  its  part 
in  the  drama  of  the  Iliad  ;  he  may  trace  its  gradual  change 
in  later  times ;  he  may  see  clearly  how  it  influenced,  and 
how  it  was  influenced  by,  the  character  of  the  nation.  He 
can  indeed,  in  either  case,  carry  on  his  researches  from 
Homer  onwards  into  the  historic  age,  but  he  cannot  carry 
them  from  Homer  backwards  into  times  when  even  poetical 
and  mythical  evidence  fails  us.  Without  a  knowledge  of 
the  languages  and  the  mythologies  of  ancient  India  and 
of  the  other  kindred  races,  no  man  can  ever  deal  with  the 
origin  either  of  the  Greek  language  or  of  the  Greek  myth- 
ology.* 

Now  with  the  purely  Hellenic  and  Homeric  side  of  the 
subject  no  man  is  better  fitted  to  deal  than  Mr.  Gladstone. 
Though  the  Hellenic  mythology  is  historically  a  mere  frag- 
ment of  a  common  earlier  system,  yet  practically,  poetically, 
and  politically,  it  is  the  original  creation  of  the  Hellenic 
mind.  In  the  shape  in  which  we  behold  it,  it  bears  the  full 
impress  of  the  Hellenic  character,  the  stamp  of  all  that  dis- 
tinguishes the  Greek  from  the  other  branches  of  the  Aryan 
stem.  As  far  as  the  student  of  Greek  literature  and  of  Greek 
political  history  is  concerned,  it  is  of  native  Hellenic  birth. 
And  it  is  in  the  poems  of  Homer  that  we  find  the  Hellenic 
mythology  in  its  earliest  and  purest  form.  With  this  por- 
tion of  the  subject  Mr.  Gladstone's  Hellenic  scholarship  and 

*  [This  lequirement  of  knowledge  must  be  taken  with  the  limitations 
which  1  have  made  in  my  Rede  Lecture  on  tlie  Unity  of  History,  p.  17.] 
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Homeric  enthusiasm,  his  keen  observation  and  refined  taste, 
enable  him  to  deal  with  a  master's  hand.  Allowing  for  that 
vein  of  exaggeration  and  over-subtlety  which  runs  through 
the  whole  work,  allowing  also  for  a  strange  ascetic  tone  of 
Avhich  we  shall  again  speak,  the  dramatic  character  of  the 
Homeric  Gods  as  actors  in  the  Homeric  poems,  the  practical 
effect  of  the  Homeric  religion  upon  the  thoughts  and  acts  of 
the  Homeric  man,  have  been  handled  in  Mr.  Gladstone's 
Olympian  volume  with  a  depth,  a  vigour,  a  minuteness,  and 
a  fullness,  with  which  they  have  never  been  handled  before. 
But  unluckily  Mr.  Gladstone  has  also  thought  it  his  duty  to 
set  forth  a  theory  of  the  historical,  or  rather  archaeological, 
origin  of  the  Greek  religion.  And  here  he  utterly  and 
lamentably  fails.  He  fails  for  the  same  reason  that  he  fails 
in  his  ethnological  section.  Scientific  ethnology  he  attempts 
without  being  master  of  it ;  scientific  mythology  he  does  not 
even  attempt.  Though  he  once  quotes  Professor  Miiller's 
Essay,  he  seems  practically  not  to  know  that  there  is  such 
a  thing  as  Comparative  Mythology.  That  the  origin  of  the 
Greek  mythology  is  to  be  sought  for  in  some  common 
source  with  the  mythology  of  India,  of  Italy,  and  of  Scandi- 
navia is  a  thought  which  plainly  never  came  into  his  mind. 
The  fact  is  that  Mr.  Gladstone  has  sacrificed  the  scientific 
treatment  of  his  subject  to  a  supposed  theological  necessity. 
Throughout  the  book  he  shows  a  strange  fondness  for  bring- 
ing in  references  to  Scripture,  and  a  strange  mixture  of 
timidity  and  daring  in  his  way  of  dealing  with  them.  Be- 
cause he  holds  the  Old  Testament  to  be  the  Word  of  God, 
because  he  holds  the  Hebrews  to  have  been  God's  chosen 
people,  he  forbids  us  to  yield  any  literary  homage  to  Hebrew 
writers,  or  any  historical  admiration  to  Hebrew  warriors  and 
statesmen.  Yet,  with  a  daring  which  many  would  call 
irreverent,  he  sees  a  shadow  of  the  Christian  Trinity  in  Zeus, 
Poseidon,  and  Aidoneus ;  he  sees  the  seed  of  the  woman  in 
Phoibos  ApoUon  and  the  Divine  Wisdom  in  Pallas  Athene. 
Now  this  kind  of  thing  is  not  to  be  borne.  It  is  fit  only  for 
those  divines  who  combine  thorough  weakness  of  intellect 
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with  a  certain  amount  of  scliool-boy  learning,  just  as  mere 
vulgar  reviling  of  heathens  and  heathenism  befits  that  other 
class  of  divines  who  find  it  a  hard  task  to  construe  either 
their  Homer  or  their  Greek  Testament.  Mr.  Gladstone 
does  not  indeed  belong  to  the  very  worst  form  of  the  school ; 
he  does  not  fancy  that  the  Greeks  really  borrowed,  directly 
or  indirectly,  from  the  Jews.  He  divides  the  Greek 
divinities  into  two  classes,  Traditive  and  Inventive.  The 
former  he  holds  to  come  from  recollections,  however  frag- 
mentary and  perverted,  of  original  patriarchal  tradition. 
This  tradition  was,  among  the  Hebrews,  miraculously  pre- 
served. Among  other  nations,  it  was  left  to  its  fate.  It 
was  therefore,  not  indeed  wholly  lost,  but  distorted,  '  dis- 
inteo-rated,'  and  mixed  up  with  mere  human  inventions. 
From  this  last  source  spring  the  Inventive  deities,  pure 
devices  of  man,  embodiments  of  '  nature- worship,'  '  passion- 
worship,'  and  mere  poetic  caprice.  Some  are  of  Pelasgian, 
some  of  Hellenic  birth ;  some  were  brought  in  from  foreign 
lands.  But  all  are  mere  human  invention ;  they  do  not 
preserve  even  a  distorted  form  of  the  genuine  patriarchal 
tradition. 

Now  our  first  answer  to  all  this  is  that  Mr.  Gladstone's 
division  into  '  Traditive '  and '  Inventive  '  deities  is  a  purely 
arbitrary  one.  Those  deities  in  which  he  personally  can  see 
traces  of  primitive  tradition  he  puts  in  one  class,  and  all  the 
rest  he  puts  in  another.  The  whole  thing  is  pure  theory, 
without  a  shadow  of  any  external  evidence.  Another  writer 
mi<^ht  see  traces  of  primitive  tradition  in  Hermes  and 
Aphrodite,  and  none  at  all  in  Athene  and  ApoUon.  And, 
for  the  reason  which  we  have  just  given,  we  maintain  that 
Mr.  Gladstone  has  not  earned  for  himself  the  right  to 
theorize  upon  the  subject.  It  is  evident  that  the  Aryan 
nations,  before  their  separation,  had  made  certain  advances 
in  knowledge  and  culture,  while  certain  further  advances 
were  made  by  each  separate  branch  of  the  race  after  the 
dispersion.  Now  surely,  whatever  amount  of  primitive 
truth  is  preserved  in  the  Hellenic  mythology  must  have 
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been  part  of  this  common  intellectual  stock  of  the  whole 
Aryan  family.  If,  after  the  dispersion,  the  Hellenes  learned 
any  additional  truths  of  which  Hindoos  or  Teutons  remained 
in  ignorance,  knowledge  so  gained  could  not  be  unbroken 
patriarchal  tradition ;  it  would  come  near  to  that  special 
and  direct  biblical  derivation  which  Mr.  Gladstone  rightly 
casts  aside.  We  do  not  at  all  dogmatically  deny  that 
traces  of  patriarchal  tradition  may  survive  in  tlie  Hellenic 
mythology  ;  but  we  do  say  that  a  man  can  never  find  them 
out  by  merely  sitting  down  with  his  Homer  on  one  side  and 
his  Bible  on  the  other.  .  He  must  first  of  all  find  out  how 
much  of  the  Hellenic  mythology  is  distinctively  Hellenic, 
how  much  belongs  to  the  common  stock  of  the  whole  Aryan 
family.  Otherwise  he  is  acting  exactly  like  a  philologer  of 
the  last  century  who  derived  some  Greek  word  from  Hebrew, 
without  thinking  of  asking  whether  the  root  was  found  in 
German  or  Sanscrit.  It  is  highly  probable  that,  both  in 
language  and  in  belief,  there  is  a  certain  element  common 
to  the  Aryan  and  the  Semitic  families.  But  it  does  not  do 
to  look  for  Semitic  analogies  for  any  one  Aryan  language 
or  any  one  Aryan  mythology.  The  only  scientific  process 
is,  to  ask.  First,  What  have  Hellenes,  Hindoos,  Teutons,  &c. 
in  common  ?  Secondly,  What  have  Hebrews,  Arabs,  &c. 
in  common  ?  Thirdly,  What  have  these  two  original  stocks 
in  common  ?  When  Mr.  Gladstone  has  found  out  the  common 
element  in  the  Greek,  Italian,  Persian,  Indian,  Teutonic, 
Celtic,  and  Slavonic  mythologies,  he  may  then  fairly  ask 
how  much  of  this  common  element  is  of  patriarchal  origin, 
and  how  much  is  due  to  human  invention  before  the  dis- 
persion. Till  he  has  done  this,  he  has  no  right  arbitrarily  to 
set  down  some  Hellenic  deities  as  '  Traditive,'  and  others  as 
'  Inventive.' 

And  further  still,  even  if  we  were  in  a  position  to  deal  with 
a  common  Aryan  mythology  instead  of  with  a  merely  Hellenic 
mythology,  we  should  still  protest  against  the  particular 
kind  of  analogies  which  are  sought  for  by  Mr.  Gladstone. 
In  the  Homeric  mythology  he  finds  traces  of  the  doctrines 
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of  the  Trinity,  of  the  fall  of  man,  of  the  promise  of  Messiah, 
of  the  existence  and  the  rebellion  of  Satan.  Now  we  are  here 
treading  on  dangerous  ground,  as  we  wish,  while  dealing  with 
the  present  question,  to  avoid  as  far  as  possible  all  points  of 
dogmatic  theology.  But  it  really  seems  to  us  that  Mr. 
Gladstone  might  just  as  well  go  to  his  Homer  for  evidence 
for  or  against  Mr.  Gorham  or  Archdeacon  Denison.  We  say 
nothing  for  or  against  the  doctrines  for  which  either  of  those 
divines  have  been  called  in  question  ;  we  only  say  that  we 
cannot  find  their  confirmation  or  their  refutation  either  in 
Homer  or  in  the  Pentateuch.  We  say  exactly  the  same  of 
the  doctrines  for  which  Mr.  Gladstone  seeks  in  the  Iliad  and 
Odyssey.  Surely  the  primitive  patriarchal  tradition  of 
which  Mr.  Gladstone  speaks  can  be  found  nowhere  else  but 
in  the  book  of  Genesis.  And  we  trust  that  we  shall  give  no 
offence  to  the  most  orthodox  mind,  if  we  say  that  most  of 
the  doctrines  of  which  Mr.  Gladstone  speaks  are  not  to  be 
found  in  the  book  of  Genesis.  It  is  the  very  essence  of 
Christianity  to  be  a  religion  of  progression ;  even  before  we 
come  to  actual  Christian  teaching,  nothing  can  be  plainer 
than  that  far  clearer  and  loftier  ideas  of  the  divine  nature 
were  granted  to  the  Prophets  than  any  that  can  be  found  in 
the  Law.  It  is  thoroughly  weak  to  try  to  prove  that  the 
contemporaries  of  Abraham  had  equal  light  with  the 
contemporaries  of  Saint  Paul,  or  even  with  the  contem- 
poraries of  Isaiah.  We  claim  the  right  to  do  for  Moses 
the  same  good  service  which  Mr.  Gladstone  has  done  for 
Homer.  We  can  accept  nothing  as  patriarchal  tradition 
except  what  we  can  find  in  a  literal  and  grammatical 
construction  of  the  text  of  the  book  of  Genesis.  We  are  so 
much  in  the  habit  of  reading  the  Hebrew  records  by  the 
light  of  Christian  and  later  Jewish  glosses  that  few  people 
know  what  is  there  and  what  is  not.  We  have  known 
people  who  fully  believed  that  the  book  of  Genesis  said,  in 
so  many  words,  that  '  the  Devil  tempted  Eve,'  and  we 
have  seen  them  stand  altogether  aghast  at  finding  that 
there  was  nothing  of  the  kind  there.     Now  surely  no  one 
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who  reads  the  book  of  Genesis,  forgetting  as  far  as  possible 
all  later  books,  will  find  in  it  any  of  those  doctrines  of 
which  Mr.  Gladstone  sees  traces  in  the  Homeric  poems.* 
Genesis  tells  us  of  a  serpent  beguiling  Eve  by  his  natural 
subtlety,  and  of  the  mutual  hatred  thence  following  between 
men  and  serpents.  Genesis  tells  us  of  giants  begotten 
between  the  sons  of  God  and  the  daughters  of  men.  Genesis 
and  the  books  which  follow  it  contain  passages  which,  if 
they  were  found  in  Homer,  would  certainly  be  understood 
as  implying  highly  anthropophuistic  views  of  Deity.  It 
is  in  the  image  of  God  that  man  was  created.  The  Lord 
God  walked  in  the  garden  in  the  cool  of  the  day.  God 
smelled  a  sweet  savour  from  Noah's  sacrifice.  The  Lord 
went  his  way  after  communing  with  Abraham.  The  elders 
saw  God,  and  did  eat  and  drink.  Moses  saw  the  back  parts 
of  God,  but  might  not  see  his  face.  On  the  other  hand,  we 
find  no  reference  whatever  to  a  future  state ;  we  find  not  a 
word  against  polygamy ;  we  find  marriages  with  an  aunt, 
a  wife's  sister,  a  man's  own  half-sister,  having  at  least  the 
sanction  of  patriarchal  example.  We  presume  not  to  com- 
ment or  to  interpret ;  we  only  say  what  is  in  the  book.  To 
us  nothing  can  be  clearer  than  that,  through  the  whole 
history  of  Judaism  and  Christianity,  new  light  has  been  con- 
tinually given ;  indeed,  no  Christian,  to  be  a  Christian  at 
all,  can  deny  this,  though  he  may  weakly  strive  to  escape 
the  consequences.  All  Mr.  Gladstone's  doctrines  are  later 
doctrines ;  they  are  later  deductions,  later  developements, 
later  revelations,  if  he  pleases,  which  he  has  no  right  to  set 
down  as  forming  any  part  of  patriarchal  tradition.  The 
personification  of  the  Logos  or  the  Wisdom  cannot  be  traced 
back  beyond  the  book  of  Proverbs,  and  there  it  appears  only 
in  a  most  rudimentary  shape.  Yet  this  is  the  doctrine  of 
which  Mr.  Gladstone  finds  a  traditionary  vestige  in  Athene. 

*  [Let  me  say  that  in  all  this  passa;j;e  I  simply  gave  the  results  of  my 
own  thought.  I  never  read  a  word  of  any  of  the  Geruian  writers  on 
biblieal  matters,  and  later  controversies  in  our  own  tongue  had  not  begun 
when  this  was  written.] 
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There  is  not  a  shadow  of  evidence  that  the  ancient  Hebrews 
had  any  distinct,*  if  any,  idea  of  a  Divine  Trinity,  that 
they  had  any  idea  at  all  of  a  future  Deliverer  at  once 
divine  and  human,  or  any  idea  of  evil  spirits  at  warfare 
with,  or  in  rebellion  against,  the  Most  High.f  We  find 
the  first  clear  traces  of  these  doctrines  in  writings  much 
later  than  the  time  of  Homer.  Mr.  Gladstone  has  no 
right  to  take  for  granted  that  they  were  handed  down 
from  the  beginning  by  unwritten  tradition.  He  brings 
no  sort  of  proof,  and  all  probability  is  against  it.  He  cannot 
show  that  they  formed  any  part  of  the  patriarchal  creed ; 
he  has  therefore  no  right  to  look  for  even  the  most  perverted 
vestiges  of  them  in  the  primitive  mythology  of  Hellas; 

While  dealing  with  Mr.  Gladstone's  treatment  of  this 
portion  of  his  subject,  we  cannot  help  expressing  our  amaze- 
ment at  the  chapter  which  concludes  the  Olympian  volume ; 
that  headed,  '  The  Office  of  the  Homeric  Poems  in  relation 
to  that  of  the  early  Books  of  Holy  Scripture.'  We  must 
copy  the  following  passage  at  length : — 

'  Should  we,  like  some  writers  of  the  present  day,  cite  the  Pentateuch 
before  the  tribunal  of  the  niere  literary  critic,  we  may  strain  our  generosity 
at  the  cost  of  justice,  and  still  only  be  able  to  accord  to  it  a  secondary 
place.  The  mistake  surely  is  to  bring  it  there  at  all,  or  to  view  its  author 
otherwise  than  as  the  vehicle  of  a  divine  purpose,  which,  uses  all  instru- 
ments, great,  insignificant,  or  middling,  according  to  the  end  in  view  ;  but 
of  which  all  the  instruments  are  perfect,  by  reason,  not  of  what  is  intrinsic 
to  themselves,  but,  simply  and  solely,  of  their  exact  adaptation  to  that  end. 

If,  however,  we  ought  to  decline  to  try  the  Judaic  code  by  its  merely 
political  merits,  much  more  ought  we  to  apply  the  same  principle  to  the 
sublimity  of  the  prophecies,  and  to  the  deep  spiritual  experiences  of  the 


*  We  speak  thus  guardedly,  because  of  two  remarkable  passages,  which 
will  at  once  occur  to  the  reader,  in  the  early  part  of  Genesis.  But  few 
scholars  now  believe  that  even  these  passages  have  the  meaning  which 
was  formerly  so  often  attributed  to  them,  and  certainly  the  general  mode 
of  speaking  throughout  that  book  would  not  suggest  the  idea  of  a  plurality 
of  persons  in  the  Godhead. 

t  If  we  rightly  understand  Mr.  Gladstone,  he  looks  upon  Kronos  as  a 
representative  of  Satan,  and  yet  holds  that  the  Kronid  brothers  represent 
the  divine  Trinity.     One  stands  aghast  at  this  amazing  piece  of  theogony. 
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Psalms.  In  the  first,  we  liave  a  voice  speaking  from  God,  with  the  marks 
that  it  is  of  God  so  visibly  imprinted  upon  it,  that  the  mind  utterly  refuses 
to  place  the  prophetical  books  in  the  scale  a;^ainst  any  production  of  human 
genius.  And  all  that  is  peculiar  in  our  conception  of  Isaiah,  or  of  Jercrniah, 
does  not  tend  so  much  to  make  them  eminent  among  men,  as  to  separate 
them  from  men.  Homer,  on  the  other  hand,  is  emphatically  and  above 
all  things  human  :  he  sings  by  the  spontaneous  and  the  unconscious 
indwellings  of  nature;  whereas  these  are  as  the  trumpet  of  unearthly 
sounds,  and  cannot,  more  than  Balaam  could,  depart  from  that  which  is 
breathed  into  them,  to  utter  either  less  or  more. 

But  most  of  all  does  the  Book  of  Psalms  refuse  the  challenge  of  philoso- 
phical or  poetical  competition.  In  that  book,  for  well-nigh  three  thousand 
years,  the  piety  of  saints  has  found  its  most  refined  and  choicest  food ; 
to  such  a  degree,  indeed,  that  the  rank  and  quality  of  the  religious  frame 
may  in  general  be  tested,  at  least  negatively,  by  the  height  of  its  relish  for 
them.  There  is  the  whole  music  of  the  human  heart,  when  touched  by 
the  hand  of  the  Maker,  in  all  its  tones  that  whisper  or  that  swell,  for  every 
hope  and  fear,  for  every  joy  and  pang,  for  every  form  of  strength  and 
languor,  of  disquietude  and  rest.  There  are  developed  all  the  innermost 
relations  of  the  human  soul  to  God,  built  upon  the  platform  of  a  covenant 
of  love  and  sonship  that  had  its  foundations  in  the  Messiah,  while  in  this 
particular  and  privileged  book  it  was  permitted  to  anticipate  His  coming. 

We  can  no  more,  then,  compare  Isaiah  and  the  Psalms  with  Homer,  than 
we  can  compare  David's  heroism  with  Diomed's,  or  the  prowess  of  the 
Israelites  when  they  drove  Philistia  before  them  with  the  valour  of  the 
Greeks  at  Marathon  or  Platasa,  at  Issus  or  Arbela.  We  shall  most  nearly 
do  justice  to  each  by  observing  carefully  the  boundary  lines  of  their 
respective  provinces.' 

All  this  is  evidently  heartfelt,  and  it  almost  deserves  the 
name  of  eloquence ;  yet  it  is  to  us  simply  unintelligible. 
Mr.  Gladstone,  by  way  of  reverence  for  certain  writings, 
actually  goes  out  of  his  way  to  disparage  them.  Why  cannot 
he  accept  the  Hebrew  writings  for  all  that  he  says,  and  yet 
not  deny  the  palpable  fact  that  they  are  also  the  literature  of 
the  Hebrew  nation,— its  whole  literature,  historical,  political, 
and  poetical,  as  well  as  strictly  theological  ?  Why  should 
the  Pentateuch,  as  a  literary  work,  be  content  with  a 
secondary  place  ?  Could  Homer  or  ^^schylus  or  Dante 
surpass  the  grandeur  of  the  Song  of  Moses  ?  What  is  there 
that  '  separates  Isaiah  and  Jeremiah  from  men '  ?  What  is 
more  truly  and  beautifully  human  than  the  lament  of 
Jeremiah  over  the  city  sitting  solitary  which  once  was  full 
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of  people  ?  What  Lombard  dreaming  of  the  rending  of  the 
yoke  of  Habsburg,  what  Greek  or  Bosnian  looking  for  the 
final  overthrow  of  the  trembling  Ottoman,  could  desire  a 
truer  paean  of  a  nation's  vengeance  than  Isaiah's  hymn  of 
triumph  over  the  doomed  tyrant  of  Babel  ?  *  What  is  there 
in  the  noblest  of  the  Psalms,  in  the  seventy-eighth,  in  the 
hundred  and  fourth  and  those  which  follow  it,  which  need 
'  refuse  the  challenge  of  poetical  competition '  against  the 
noblest  poetry  of  the  whole  world  ?  And  the  last  paragraph, 
seemingly  designed  to  explain,  only  makes  matters  darker 
still.  We  do  not  compare  the  prowess  of  the  Israelites  at 
Gath  or  Gob  with  that  of  the  Greeks  at  Plataia  or  Arbela, 
simply  because  we  doubt  whether  the  Hebrews  knew  any 
such  skilful  order  as  the  Dorian  phalanx,  or  wielded  any 
weapon  so  effective  as  the  Macedonian  sarissa.  But  why  we 
may  not  compare  the  heroism  of  David  and  that  of  Diomedes 
is  altogether  beyond  our  understanding.  May  we  compare 
Greeks  and  Jews  only  in  their  sins,  and  not  in  their  virtues  ? 
Mr.  Gladstone  himself,  in  one  place,  draws  out  an  elaborate 
comparsion  between  the  demeanour  of  Bathsheba  and  that 
of  Helen.  But  must  we  look  upon  the  mutual  love  of 
Jonathan  and  David  as  less  touching,  less  thoroughly 
human,  than  that  of  Achilleus  and  Patroklos,  because  one 
is  recorded  in  a  Hellenic,  and  the  other  in  a  Hebrew 
volume  ? 

We  wonder  then  not  a  little  at  the  strange  mixture  of 
daring  and  timidity  which  Mr.  Gladstone  shows  in  his  way 
of  dealing  with  the  Old-Testament  records ;  and  we  dissent 
altogether  from  the  way  in  which  he  tries  to  connect  those 
records  with  the  Greek  mythology.  We  therefore  altogether 
reject  that  division  into  Traditive  and  Inventive  deities 
which  forms  the  groundwork  of  his  whole  system.  And 
with  our  notions  of  the  relations  between  Pelasgians  and 
Hellenes,  we  see  hardly  more  ground  for  his  division  of 
the  Inventive  deities  into  Pelasgian  and  Hellenic,  or  for  his 
derivation  of  some  of  them  from  Phoenician  or  other  foreign 

*  [1H73.] 
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sources.  We  hold  the  Greek  mythology  to  be,  exactly  like 
the  Greek  language,  a  Ilelhinic  developement  from  thf; 
common  primaeval  stock  of  the  Aryan  races.  The  scientific 
problem  is  to  show  how  much  is  shared  by  other  Aryan 
nations,  how  much  is  distinctively  Hellenic.  The  next  en- 
quiry would  be,  what  Asiatic  elements  were  mingled  in  the 
later  Greek  religion  after  the  date  of  the  Greek  settlements 
in  Asia.  It  is  clear  that  the  later  Greeks  practised  botli 
Barbarian  rites  and  Barbarian  vices  ;  but  in  Homer  we  find 
no  trace  of  either.  Of  these  two  questions,  the  latter  hardly 
comes  within  Mr.  Gladstone's  scope;  the  former,  in  the 
view  he  has  chosen  to  take  of  his  subject,  certainly  does  so ; 
but  he  has  nowhere  even  tried  to  examine  it. 

We  think  then  that  the  general  principle  of  Mr.  Glad- 
stone's '  Olympus  '  is  altogether  inadmissible.  But  we  can 
hardly  speak  too  highly  of  the  services  in  detail  which  he 
has  done  to  the  study  of  the  Homeric  religion.  The  dramatic 
aspect  of  the  several  deities,  the  conception  which  Homer  had 
formed  of  each,  their  powers,  their  functions,  their  physical 
and  moral  attributes,  the  features  in  which  Homer's  idea  of 
each  differs  from  that  of  later  writers, — all  these  points  have 
been  studied  by  him  with  minute  and  affectionate  care,  and 
they  are  brought  out  in  his  work  with  a  fullness  and  accuracy 
of  detail,  with  an  union  of  taste  and  moral  feeling,  such  as 
we  have  never  seen  before.  Every  reader  of  the  poems  must 
have  remarked  the  vast  superiority  of  Apollon  and  Athene 
over  all  their  fellow  divinities ;  but  few  probably  have  taken 
the  trouble  to  bring  together  the  evidence  of  their  superiority 
in  the  way  in  which  it  has  been  brought  together  by  Mr. 
Gladstone.  They  are  clearly  not  subject  either  to  the  same 
physical  restrictions  or  to  the  same  moral  weaknesses  as  the 
other  dwellers  on  Olympos.  All  this,  according  to  Mr. 
Gladstone,  shows  them  to  be  Traditive  deities ;  the  proofs 
which  he  brings  together  to  that  end,  are  most  valuable  for 
other  purposes,  but  the  main  argument  altogether  fails.  For 
Zeus  too  is  a  Traditive  deity,  and  Zeus  is  pursued  by  Mr. 
Gladstone  with  a  relentless  enmity.    Smile-loving  Aphrodite, 
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golden  Aphrodite,  fares  no  better.  Mr.  Gladstone  is  a  stern 
moralist,  and  will  have  no  pity  on  the  transgressions  of  either 
father  or  daughter.  Altogether  we  think  that  Mr.  Gladstone's 
picture  of  Olympos  is  a  little  overdrawn.  He  tells  us  that 
the  Homeric  men  are  much  better  than  the  Homeric  Gods. 
This,  to  a  certain  extent,  is  true ;  though  Mr.  Gladstone  is 
certainly  a  little  over-partial  to  the  Homeric  men,  and,  we 
think,  a  little  over-severe  upon  the  Homeric  Gods.  But  is 
not  something  of  what  Mr.  Gladstone  complains  almost  in- 
herent in  any  polytheistic  system  ?  May  not  its  rudiments 
be  found  in  every  attempt  of  man  to  conceive  of  Deity  at 
all?  The  Homeric  Gods  live  regardless  of  the  restraints 
which  they  themselves  impose  on  men.  Their  moral  standard 
is  lower  ;  they  are  more  selfish,  more  capricious,  more  sensual, 
than  their  worshippers.  Now  it  is  hardly  possible  to  conceive 
of  a  divine  being  as  governed  by  the  same  moral  laws  which 
rule  mankind.  Many  Christian  divines  tell  us  that  morality 
is  simply  conformity  to  the  Divine  will.  The  Deity  is  here 
looked  at  as  the  maker  of  the  moral  law,  but  not  as  being 
himself  bound  by  it ;  and  there  is  probably  no  religion 
in  which  devout  men  do  not  find  difficulties  in  reconciling 
what  they  believe  of  the  object. of  their  worship  with  the 
rules  which  they  follow  in  shaping  their  own  earthly  life. 
Now,  in  a  monotheistic  creed,  the  Deity  may  be  thus  placed, 
as  it  were,  above  human  morality,  and  no  immoral  influences 
need  follow.  But  when  we  come  to  a  polytheistic  system, 
to  many  anthropophuistic  Gods  dwelling  in  an  organized 
society,  in  such  a  case  to  be  above  human  morality  easily 
slides  into  being  below  human  morality.  A  monotheistic 
religion  looks  on  the  Godhead  as  all-wise  and  all-powerful. 
Polytheism  cannot  make  each  of  its  deities  separately  all-wise 
and  all-powerful ;  power  and  wisdom  must  at  any  rate  be 
divided  among  them.  The  idea  of  deity  in  any  case  implies 
superior  happiness  to  that  of  mortals ;  the  Gods,  free  from 
death  and  from  old  age,  cannot  lead  man's  life  of  pain  and 
labour.  But,  if  so,  they  can  hardly  be  made  subject  to  the 
rules  of  law  and  responsibility  in  the  same  manner  as  their 
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worshippers.  Each  God  may  find  hindrances  to  the  carrying 
out  of  his  personal  will ;  but  the  Gods,  as  a  body,  must 
exercise  a  will  uncontrolhi1>lo  and  irresponsible.  Deity,  in 
any  case,  carries  out  its  own  pleasure  ;  but  it  is  easy  to  see 
what  must  be  the  pleasure  of  a  company  of  anthropophuistic 
Gods.  The  loftiest  virtues  of  man  are  those  which  arise 
most  directly  out  of  the  imperfection  of  man's  nature  :  deity 
allows  no  scope  for  their  exercise.  No  wonder  then  if  the 
Homeric  Gods  are  selfish,  capricious,  and  sensual ;  it  is  rather 
to  the  credit  of  Homer  and  his  contemporaries  that  they  are 
nothing  worse.  The  Gods  of  many  mythologies  are  positively 
malevolent  and  cruel, — attributes  which  we  can  hardly  fasten 
even  upon  the  Ares  of  Homer.  The  Hellenic  Gods  may  be 
both  sensual  and  selfish  ;  but  neither  cruelty  nor  obscenity 
forms  any  part  of  their  worship.  The  Hellenic  Gods  are 
at  least  men ;  those  of  many  mythologies  are  brutes  or 
fiends. 

Closely  connected  with  all  this  is  one  of  the  most  remark- 
able features  of  Mr.  Gladstone's  work ;  the  ascetic,  the 
almost  monastic,  sternness  of  its  moral  tone.  We  honour 
him  alike  for  the  loftiness  and  for  the  straightforwardness 
of  his  teaching  ;  it  is  certainly  far  better  to  talk  with  him 
in  plain  words  about  '  lust '  and  '  adultery,'  than  to  speak  in 
the  common  flippant  way  of  'amours,'  'intrigues,'  'gal- 
lantries,' and  the  like.  We  believe  that  Mr.  Gladstone  is 
essentially  right ;  but  he  certainly  goes  too  far ;  in  short, 
he  becomes  monastic.  It  is  in  this  respect,  above  all  others, 
that  he  is  unfairly  hard  upon  his  Gods  and  unfairly  partial 
to  his  men.  The  first  aspect  of  the  Homeric  creed  in  this 
respect  shows  ua  two  opposite  phsenomena.  On  the  one 
hand,  the  passions  of  the  Gods  are  far  more  unrestrained 
than  those  of  men  ;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  there  is  in 
Olympos  something  like  that  monastic  reverence  for 
virginity  of  which  we  find  no  trace  on  the  Hellenic  earth. 
The  sexual  morality  of  the  Homeric  Greeks  was  manifestly 
far  purer  than  that  of  their  successors,  far  purer  than  that  of 
Eastern  nations.  But  of  the  mediajval  notion  of  virginity 
there  is  not  a  trace.     The  virgin  must  remain  a  virgin  till 
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she  becomes  a  matron,  but  a  virgin  she  must  some  time 
cease  to  be.  In  Olympos,  on  the  other  hand,  the  Gods, 
Zeus  above  all,  practise  polygamy,  adultery,  and  seduction, 
without  scruple.  But  to  set  against  that,  we  have  in  Athene, 
in  Artemis,  in  Hestie,  the  virgin  character  as  distinctly 
marked  as  in  any  mediaeval  saint ;  it  is  more  remarkable 
still  if,  as  seems  highly  probable,  we  are  to  look  on  the 
same  character  as  a  feature  of  the  male  deity  Apollon.  It 
seems  as  if  two  opposite  notions  were  striving  for  the  mastery. 
It  seems  naturally  to  follow  that  anthropophuistic  beings 
should  beget  and  be  begotten ;  and,  once  granting  this,  it 
would  be  hard  to  conceive  how  powers  raised  above  human 
law  and  responsibility  could  be  tied  down  by  the  restraints 
of  human  matrimonial  rules.  To  be  placed  above  humanity 
becomes,  in  this  respect,  almost  the  same  thing  as  to  be 
placed  below  it.  Yet  it  is  clear  that  in  all  this  there  is 
something  very  repugnant  to  any  idea  of  deity,  especially 
to  any  idea  of  female  deity.  As  regular  monogamy  was  the 
idea  of  the  divine  condition  least  easy  to  be  imagined,  the 
Greek  carried  out  the  two  opposite  conceptions  in  all  their 
fullness  on  either  side.  He  pictured  to  himself  libertine 
deities  and  virgin  deities,  but  few  or  no  regular  and 
respectable  married  couples.  Hence  we  get  the  profligate 
Zeus  and  the  pure  Apollon,  the  adulteress  Aphrodite  and  the 
chaste  maiden  Athene.  The  purity  of  Apollon  and  Athene 
is  brought  out  strongly  by  Mr.  Gladstone  in  his  portraits  of 
them  as  '  Traditive '  deities ;  but  he  has  hardly  given 
prominence  enough  to  the  general  idea  of  virgin  deities  as 
a  set-off  against  the  idea  of  libertine  deities. 

If  the  sexual  vices  of  the  gods  are  looked  on  as  the 
natural  result  of  their  position,  it  would  seem  that  lack  of 
shame  about  such  matters  would  almost  unavoidably  follow. 
Mr.  Gladstone  complains  bitterly  that  so  it  is :  men  and 
women,  if  they  err,  are  at  least  ashamed  of  their  errors  ;  Gods 
and  Goddesses  unblushingly  avow  theirs.  But  we  are  not 
sure  that  such  is  altogether  the  case.  It  would  be  quite 
logical  if  it  were  so ;  but  an  anthropophuistic  creed  would 
easily,  at  the  expense  of  logic,  transport  shame,  as  well  as 


II.]  nOMER   AND    THE  HOMERIC  AGE.  81 

other  human  feelings,  into  the  breasts  of  the  immortals. 
Now  surely  the  whole  song  of  Demodokos  assumes  such  a 
feeling  of  shame.  Ares  and  Aphrodite  are  heartily  ashamed 
of  being  caught ;  and  it  is  the  same  feeling  of  shame — that 
at'Stw?  about  which  Mr.  Gladstone  has  much  to  say — which 
hinders  the  Goddesses  from  coming  to  see  them  in  the  toils 
of  Hephaistos.  Mr.  Gladstone  says  that  the  trespass  of  an 
immortal  is  never  dealt  with  in  so  tender  and  delicate  a  tone 
as  that  of  the  maiden  Astyoche, 

TTapdevos  alSoiTj,  vrrepay'iov  flcrava^a(ra. 

If  we  may  break  Mr.  Gladstone's  canon  of  never  stepping 
beyond  the  Iliad  and  Odyssey,  we  would  appeal  to  the 
beautiful 'Homeric'  hymn  to  Aphrodite.  Mr.  Gladstone's 
rule  seems  to  be,  that  after  Homer  things  could  never  get 
better,  but  only  get  worse.  Now  certainly  the  Aphrodite  of 
the  hymn  is  very  far  from  the  grossly  sensual  Ajihrodite  on 
whom  Mr,  Gladstone  is  so  severe.  Certainly,  as  Colonel 
Mure  says,*  '  The  author  has  here  treated  a  licentious 
subject,  not  merely  with  grace  and  elegance,  but  with  an 
entire  freedom  from  meretricious  ornament.'  Colonel  Mure 
looks  on  the  poem,  and  we  fully  go  along  with  his  opinion, 
as  being  probably  indeed  not  Homeric,  but  certainly  as 
being  in  no  way  unworthy  of  Homer. 

The  morals  of  the  Gods  can  hardly  be  separated  from  the 
morals  of  the  heroes.  As  we  said,  the  sexual  morality  of 
heroic  Greece  is  far  above  that  of  later  Greece,  far  above 
that  of  any  Eastern  people.  The  higher  position  of  women 
in  the  Homeric  age  has  been  admirably  worked  out  by  Mr. 
Gladstone.  He  also  distinctly  brings  forward  the  marked 
difference  between  early  and  later  Greece  in  the  absence  in 
early  times  of  those  strange  perversions  of  the  passions  which 
really  had  a  most  important  effect  upon  later  Greek  society. 
We  must  remember  that  the  tie  which  bound  Harmodios 
and  Aristogeiton,  which  united  men  like  Solon,  Aristeides, 
and  Epameinondas  to  the  objects  of  their  aftections,  was  not 

*  Literature  of  Ancient  Greece,  vol.  iii.  p.  346. 
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the  mere  brutality  of  a  Turkish  pasha;  the  whole  set  of 
sentiments  implied  in  the  notion  of  romantic  love  had  been 
thus  strangely  turned  away  from  their  natural  direction. 
Hence  this  dark  side  of  later  Greek  society  went  hand  in 
hand  with  the  later  Greek  seclusion  of  women.  Both  customs 
doubtless,  notwithstanding  the  assertion  of  Herodotus  the 
other  way,  were  corruptions  which  were  brought  into  Greece 
from  an  Eastern  source.  The  harlot  again, — a  character 
familiar  enough  in  later  Greece,  not  unknown  at  an  early 
stage  of  Oriental  life, — is  nowhere  seen  in  the  Homeric 
poems.  But  Mr.  Gladstone  certainly  tries  to  make  out 
somewhat  too  strict  a  monogamy  for  his  heroes.  His  notion 
is  that  the  only  breach  of  the  strict  law  of  marriage  which 
the  heroic  code  tolerated  was  that  each  of  the  chiefs,  when 
away  from  home  before  Troy,  allowed  himself  a  single 
captive  concubine.  Briseis,  in  his  view,  is  the  wife  of 
Achilleus,  or  at  least  she  stands  to  him  in  a  relation  hardly 
to  be  distinguished  from  marriage.*  The  damsels  offered 
to  him  by  Agamemnon  were,  according  to  Mr.  Gladstone, 
not  intended  as  concubines.  To  us  it  is  clear  that  they 
were  to  be  whatever  Briseis  was ;  they  and  Briseis  are 
classed  together.  In  Agamemnon's  offer  f  we  find  the 
words — 

Scocrft  S'  (TTTO.  yvvaiKas  afivfxovas,  i'py   eldvias, 
AfcrjSibas,  as,  ore  Aea^ov  evKTifievrjv  eXes  avros, 
t'^eXe^',  al  t6t€  KoXXet  eviKav  (piika  yvvaiKwv. 
ras  /xei'  rot  Scocrei,  /xera  S'  ecrcreTai,  rjv  tot   aivqvpa 
Kovpriv  Bpicr^oj. 

So  again  in  the  speech  of  Aias  in  the  same  book  | — 

crol  8   atCkr^KTov  re  KaKov  re 
6vp.6v  eVt  (TTTjOeaai  6eoi  deaav,  elveKa  Kovprjs 
o'ltjs'  vvv  fie  TOL  eVro  Trapiaxop-ev  e^o;^'  dpiaras, 
nX\a  re  ttoXX'  eVi  rfjai. 


*  [Something,  I  conceive,  like  the  marriage  more  JDanico  of  which  we 
hear  a  good  deal  in  early  Norman  and  English  history.  It  must  be 
remembered  that  Briseis  herself  (11.  xix.  299)  draws  the  distinction 
between  her  own  position  and  that  of  a  wife.] 

t  II.  ix.  270.     [Cr.  xix.  246.]  t  H-  ix.  632. 
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Were  these  Lesbian  women  to  be  prized  only  as  ep'y  elhvlai,  ? 
One  of  their  countrywomen  certainly  was  thought  worthy 
to  fill  the  place  of  Briseis  herself.  When  the  messengers 
were  gone, 

'Ap^iXXeiif  evSe  }J-v\a>  KkKTirji  (vtttjktov' 
TW  6'  ("ipa  irapnKareXfKTO  yvvrj,  rrjv  Aeaf:i<'t6fu  ^yf, 
^op^avTOS  BvyuT-qp,  AioprjSr]  KokXiTrupTjos*  * 

The  fact  is  that  the  heroes  evidently  allowed  themselves 
full  Mahometan  privileges  with  regard  to  '  those  whom  their 
right  hands  did  possess.'  Kegular  marriages  were  the  law 
of  heroic  Hellas ;  adultery  was  abhorred ;  prostitution  was 
unheard  of;  but  concubinage  with  captives  clearly  brought 
no  discredit  on  either  party.  And  is  not  the  relation  of 
Gods  to  mortals  very  like  that  of  conquerors  to  captives  ? 
The  irregularity  in  either  case  was  not  so  much  immoral  as 
extra-moral ;  it  implied  no  corruption  and  it  carried  with  it 
no  dishonour.  And  it  may  be  doubted  whether,  on  this 
particular  point,  historic  Greece  was  not  more  scruj)ulous 
than  heroic  Greece.  The  conduct  which  is  recorded  of 
Achilleus  as  a  matter  of  course  is  brought  up  as  an  unheard- 
of  crime  against  Alkibiades.  Alkibiades,  who  counselled 
the  destruction  of  Melos,  had  a  son  by  a  Melian  captive. 
This,  according  to  Andokides  or  whoever  speaks  in  his  name, 
was  something  worse  than  the  evil  deeds  of  all  the  sinners 
represented  on  the  tragic  stage,  and  the  birth  of  the  child 
is  spoken  of  as  more  unlawful  than  that  of  Aigisthos.f  The 
language  is  certainly  exaggerated ;  the  story  may  be  true 
or  false  ;  the  speech  may  be  genuine  or  spurious  ;  but  there 

*  II.  ix.  659. 

t  *0?  Tr]\iKavTas  noielrai  tcov  apMpTrjpaTatv  iwep^oXas,  woTe  rrepl  tSsv 
Mr]Xicov  yvaprjv  d7roc{}r]vdpf]/os  e^avBpanoBi^ecrdai,  Tvpidp.€vos  yvvaiKa  t<ov 
al)(^paXa>T(ov  v'tov  e^  avT-qs  Trenoir^Tai,  os  toctovto)  TTapapofKoripois  Alyicrdov 
yiyovev,  Siar  eV  Ta>v  e';^^toTcoi/  dXXijXoty  7!e(f>vKf,  kui  tu>v  olKeioTaTcov 
vndp\€L  avTW  to.  e(r;(aT-a  tovs  pev  imvoirjKivai.  rovs  8e  neirovdevai'  a^iov  8e 
TTjv  ToKpav  avTox)  (Ta(f)e(TTepoi'  eVt  BieXde^v  (which  is  done  at  some  length). 
'Ai/Sok.  /car.  'AX<.  22.  Surely  the  moral  of  the  case  is  not  greatly  affected 
by  the  difference  between  eXes  avros  and  yvaprjv  d7ro(f)7]vdpevos  i^avhpairo- 
hi^€(r6ai,  between  Aeo-^o^ff  rjye  and  nptdpfvos. 

G   2 
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is  the  sentiment,  one  which  the  lovers  of  Chryseis  and  Briseis 
would  certainly  not  have  entered  into. 

The  language  of  Homer  on  all  these  subjects  is  simply 
natural.  He  is  neither  prudish  nor  prurient,  neither  monastic 
nor  meretricious.  He  sets  forth  the  whole  life  of  his  Gods 
and  of  his  heroes  ;  whether  he  is  speaking  of  Zeus  or  of 
Achilleus,  of  Alkinoos  or  of  Odysseus,  the  companion  of  his 
bed,  whether  wife  or  concubine,  is  recorded  in  precisely  the 
same  matter-of-fact  way  as  the  materials  of  his  dinner.  Mr. 
Gladstone  is  scandalized  at  the  advice  which  Thetis  gives, 
in  plain  language,  to  her  mourning  son,*  and  he  comforts 
himself  that  it  is  only  a  divine  and  not  a  human  mother 
who  uses  it.  But  does  Thetis  do  anything  more  than  say 
straightforwardly  what  other  people  think,  but  do  not  say  ? 
Make  the  language  a  little  less  direct ;  talk  about 

'  Lovely  Thai's  sits  beside  thee  ; 
Take  the  gifts  the  gods  provide  thee ;' 

and  it  may  with  propriety  be  read  aloud  in  a  family :  dilate 
and  dilute  it  a  little  more  into  mere  commonplaces  about 
love  and  beauty,  and  no  ears  and  no  tongues  will  shrink 
from  what  is  essentially  the  same  doctrine.  Homer  doubt- 
less thought  that  he  was  simj)ly  stating  an  undoubted  fact 
of  man's  nature,  the  truth  of  which  the  wise  Odysseus 
and  the  chaste  Penelopeia  did  not  scruple  practically  to 
acknowledge.t 

We  have  dwelled  perhaps  over  long  on  these  subjects 
because  of  the  prominence  which  Mr.  Gladstone  has  given 
to  them,  and  the  very  curious  way  in  which  he  has  treated 
them.  But  his  general  picture  of  the  heroic  Greeks  is  very 
true  and  noble.    There  is  in  it  indeed  somewhat  of  exagger- 

*  T€KVov  ifiou,  T€0  /ie;(pt?  68vp6fievos  Koi  dx^evav, 
(rrjv  (Beat  Kpa8ir]v,  p.fi.i.vqnevos  ovhe  ti  airov, 
ovT   evvris  ;  ayadov  8e  yvvaiKi  nfp  iv  (piXorrjri 
fiia-yea-ff'.  II.  xxiv.  128. 

Achilleus,  as  Mr.  Gladstone  says  (ii.  464),  makes  no  direct  answer  ;    but, 
later  in  the  book  (xxiv.  676),  he  practically  accepts  his  mother's  counsel. 
t  Od.  xxiii.  295-300. 
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ation.  Mr.  Gladstone,  after  so  many  years  in  the  House 
of  Commons,  seems  to  be  getting  rather  tired  of  the  nine- 
teenth century.  The  age  of  Perikles  or  Demosthenes  is  one 
too  like  his  own  to  give  him  any  relief;  he  plunges  with 
increased  enthusiasm  into  a  state  of  things  more  distant  and 
more  unlike.  How  thoroughly  and  genially  he  has  gone 
into  the  life  and  feelings  of  those  old  times  may  be  seen 
from  his  highly  wrought  description  of  the  life  of  an  Achaian 
of  the  heroic  times,*  It  is  one  of  the  gems  of  the  book  :  it 
would,  as  a  description,  be  a  gem  in  any  book ;  but  we 
suspect  that  Homer  himself  would  hardly  have  known  his 
heroes  again  in  a  picture  from  which  nearly  all  the  shades 
are  left  out. 

The  last  volume  is,  we  think,  on  the  whole,  the  best  of 
the  three.  It  gives  more  room  for  the  exercise  of  the  higher 
qualities  of  the  author's  mind,  and  less  for  the  display  of 
his  ethnological  and  theological  crotchets.  On  the  section 
'  Thalassa,'  as  we  before  said,  we  give  no  opinion ;  nor  do  we 
mean  to  dwell  at  length  on  some  minute  and  very  ingenious 
criticisms  on  the  sense  of  number  and  of  colour  in  Homer, 
which  are  contained  in  the  section  '  Aoidos,'  We  have  then 
the  sections  *  Agore  '  and  '  Ilios,'  and  the  remaining  portions 
of  '  Aoidos,'  left  before  us. 

The  section  '  Agore '  is  one  which  could  hardly  have  been 
written  by  any  man  but  one  in  whom  the  characters  of 
statesman  and  scholar  are  so  happily  united  as  Mr.  Gladstone. 
Brim-full  as  it  is  of  true  Homeric  scholarship,  almost  every 
page  contains  some  little  touch  or  other  which  shows  that 
it  comes  from  one  who  is  no  solitary  student,  but  a  man  to 
whom  the  jSovXal  and  the  ayopai  of  real  life  are  matters  of 
every-day  experience.  In  several  parts  of  his  argument,  Mr. 
Gladstone  grapples  very  successfully  with  Mr.  Grote.  Mr. 
Grote's  strong  point  lies  in  historic  Greece ;  his  great  glory 
is  to  have  vindicated  the  character  of  democratic  Athens. 
But  to  this  darling  object  of  his  affections  he  has  sacrificed 
*  Vol.  ii,  468-i70, 
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some  other  objects  not  wholly  unworthy  of  regard.    Like  the 
Thracian  potentate  in  Aristophanes, 

iv  TOtcrt  Tolxpis  eypa(f)\  'Adijvaloi  KuXoi' 

but  he  has  forgotten  that  something  worthy  of  his  admiration 
might  have  been  found  in  federal  Achaia,  something  perhaps 
even  in  monarchic  Macedonia,  still  more  than  either  in  the 
common  source  of  all,  in  the  institutions  of  heroic  Hellas. 
Mr.  Grote  can  see  nothing  in  the  Homeric  state  of  things 
but  a  degrading  picture  of  submission  on  the  part  of  the 
people  towards  their  princes.     This  is  simply  because  Homer 
does  not  record  any  formal  division,  any  solemn  telling  of 
votes,  such  as  Mr.  Grote  is   familiar  with   both   in   Saint 
Stephen's  and  upon  the  Pnyx.     Also  perhaps  because  of  the 
chastisement   dealt   out   by   Odysseus  to  Thersites,  which 
would  hardly  appear  scandalous  on  the  other  side  of  the 
Atlantic*     Mr.  Gladstone,  less  enamoured  of  democracy, 
while  an  equal  hater  of  tyranny,  sees  more  clearly  into  the 
truth  of  the  matter.     Possibly  he  goes  too  far  the  other  way  ; 
for  it  would  seem  that  he  looks  on  the  institutions  of  historic 
Greece  as  corruptions  rather  than  developements  of  the  heroic 
model.     Mr.  Grote  complains  that  in  the  Homeric  Assembly 
nobody  but  the  princes  talk,  nobody  at  all  votes,  and  that 
the  will  of  the  King  of  Men  always  prevails.    He  is  therefore 
half  inclined  to  look  upon  the  whole  thing  as  a  sham.     Mr. 
Gladstone  reminds  him  that  the  other  princes  often  oppose 
Agamemnon,  and  that  the  mass  of  the  army,  if  they  do  not 
talk,  at  any  rate  cheer.     Now  to  cheer,  as  he  most  truly 
argues,  is  in  truth  to  take  a  very  practical   share   in   the 
debate.     Mr.  Gladstone  most  happily  compares  the  Homeric 
Assembly  to  such  a  scene  as  an  English  county  meeting, 
where  it  seldom  happens  that  the  speaking  goes  beyond  a 
select  few,  where  a  volunteer  speaker  is  far  from  meeting 
with  encouragement,  where  a  vote  taken  otherwise  than  by 

*  [I  was  thinking,  I  believe,  of  the  dastardly  attack  on  Mr.  Sumner 
in  the  Senate-House — an  act  largely  ajiprovcd  in  the  Southern  States — 
which  was  then  a  fresh  story,] 
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acclamation  is  decidedly  the  exception,  but  which  yet  aflfords 
a  genuine  expression  of  public  feeling,  and  where  a  vote 
contrary  to  the  popular  will  could  not  possibly  be  carried. 
Within  the  Hellenic  world  the  Homeric  Agore  went  on  in  the 
Military  Assembly  of  the  Macedonians,  where  Alexander 
and  a  few  chiefs  had  most  of  the  talk,  where  we  do  not  read 
of  any  divisions  or  tellers,  but  where  the  mass  of  the  army 
still  knew  how  to  express  a  real  will  of  their  own,  and  where, 
if  they  sometimes  condemned,  they  sometimes  also  acquitted, 
those  whom  their  King  and  demigod  denounced  to  them  as 
traitors.  The  Homeric  Assembly  is  in  everything  a  youth- 
ful institution ;  it  shares  the  nature  of  all  youthful  institu- 
tions ;  it  is  imperfect,  but  it  is  a  reality  as  far  as  it  goes. 
The  early  institutions  of  a  nation  may  fail  of  fully  carrying 
out  their  ends,  but  there  is  no  make-belief  as  to  what  those 
ends  are.  We  may  well  believe  that  the  Old-English 
Witenagemot  was  an  imperfect  way  of  expressing  public 
opinion;  the  King  and  a  few  great  Earls  had  doubtless 
most  of  the  talk ;  and  to  cry,  '  Nay,  nay,'  instead  of  '  Yea, 
yea,'  was  most  likely  a  rare  and  extreme  measure.  But  we 
may  be  sure  that  the  spirit  of  the  thing  was  exactly  opposite 
to  the  spirit  which  has  brought  about  nearly  the  same 
external  phaenomena  in  Louis  Napoleon's  Legislative 
Assembly.  There  is  all  the  difference  in  the  world  between 
an  Assembly  which  dares  not  ojDpose  and  an  Assembly 
which  has  not  yet  formed  the  wish  to  oppose.  In  the  one 
case  it  is  the  relation  of  slaves  to  their  master,  in  the 
other  it  is  that  of  children  to  their  father.  Mr.  Gladstone 
remarks  of  the  Homeric  Agore,  as  Sir  Edward  Bulwer 
Lytton  does  of  the  English  Witenagemot,  that  in  both  we 
find  that  public  speaking  is  a  real  instrument  of  public 
policy ;  and,  wherever  this  is  so,  they  both  most  truly 
argue  that  the  real  essence  of  liberty  is  there.  Odysseus 
and  Godwine  could  sway  assemblies  of  men  by  the  force 
of  eloquence.  We  need  no  further  argument  to  show  that 
the  assemblies  which  they  addressed  were  assemblies  of 
freemen. 
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Of  the  sections  '  Ilios '  and  '  Aoidos,'  some  of  the  most 
important  parts,  those  namely  which  relate  to  the  characters 
of  the  poems,  run  closely  into  one  another.  The  latter  part 
of  '  Aoidos '  consists  of  articles  reprinted  from  the  Quarterly 
Review.  We  do  not  know  in  what  order  the  different  parts 
of  Mr.  Gladstone's  book  were  written  ;  but  we  find  a  certain 
amount  of  repetition  in  these  two  parts.  This  strikes  us 
especially  in  the  estimate  of  the  characters  of  Paris — why 
not  give  him  his  Homeric  name  of  Alexander,*  and  shut  out 
Virgilian  ideas  altogether  ? — and  of  Argeian  Helen.  But  this 
estimate  is  one  of  the  very  best  things^in  Mr.  Gladstone's  book, 
and  we  can  well  afford  to  have  it  twice  over.  Mr.  Gladstone 
nowhere  shines  more  than  in  dealing  with  the  persons  of  the 
Homeric  tale,  and  in  distinguishing  the  true  Homeric  con- 
ceptions from  the  perversions  palmed  off  upon  the  world  by 
Euripides  and  Virgil.  Of  the  whole  dealing  of  Virgil  with 
the  Trojan  story  Mr.  Gladstone  has  made  a  thoroughly 
withering  exposure.  A  modern  Roman  could  not  be  an  old 
Achaian ;  the  court-poet  of  Augustus  could  not  rival  the 
nature  and  simplicity  of  the  singer  of  the  Hellenic  people  ; 
thus  far  the  fault  was  that  of  the  age  and  not  of  the  man. 
But  Virgil  might  have  spared  us  his  wilful  perversions  both 
of  great  matters  and  of  small,  alike  of  the  character  of  Helen 
and  of  the  comparative  bigness  of  Simoeis  and  Skamandros. 
From  the  Cyclic  poets  down  to  Dry  den  and  Eacine,  the 
whole  world  seems  to  have  conspired  to  disfigure  the  glorious 
conceptions  of  Homer,  to  mar  alike  the  unrivalled  power  and 
the  incomparable  delicacy  of  his  touch.  Odysseus,  the  wise 
and  valiant,  becomes  a  vulgar  rogue  ;  Achilleus  sinks  into  a 
mere  brutal  soldier,  far  below  the  Homeric  Aias  ;  the  brave, 
the  generous,  the  affectionate  Menelaos  becomes  a  coward 
and  a  sophist.  -3^schylus  alone  seems  to  have  kept  some 
little  reverence  for  the  heroes  and  for  him  who  drew  them. 
He  has  given  us  an  Agamemnon  who  perhaps  unduly  sur- 

*  The  double  name  is  curious.  Homer  does  sometimes  use  the  name 
Paris,  but  far  more  commonly  that  of  Alexander.  But  the  latter  name 
gradually  disappears  in  later  writers. 
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passes  the  Agamemnon  of  Hoiner;  but  in  return  even  he 
seems  not  to  have  been  able  to  touch  without  defilement  the 
Homeric  conception  of  Achilleus  and  Patroklos.*  But  the 
wretched  treatment  which  the  Homeric  characters  have 
undergone  rises  to  its  height  in  the  ruthless  way  in  which 
later  writers  have  marred  and  defiled  the  master-piece  even 
of  Homer's  art,  the  picture  of  the  Homeric  Helen.  Even 
Colonel  Mure,  who  has  done  so  much  for  Homer  and  the 
Homeric  personages,  here  fails  us  ;  it  has  been  reserved  for 
Mr.  Gladstone  to  set  once  more  before  us  the  Helen  of  Homer 
in  all  her  beauty.  The  Helen  of  the  later  poets  is  a  vain  and 
wanton  adulteress ;  she  is  the  Trojse  et  patrise  communis 
Erinnys,  who  can  at  best  only  excuse  herself  by  laying  her 
own  sins  to  the  charge  of  Fate  and  Aphrodite.  Not  such  is 
the  Helen  of  the  Iliad  and  the  Odyssey.  There  the  crime  of 
Alexander  is  not 'seduction,  but  high-handed  violence  ;  he  is 
not  the  corruptor,  but  the  ravisher  :  Helen  is  not  the  willing 
partner,  but  the  passive  victim ;  her  fault  is  at  most  a  half- 
reluctant  submission  after  the  fact.  No  sign  of  passion  or 
affection  does  she  show  for  her  worthless  lover ;  her  heart 
yearns  for  Greece  and  Menelaos,  for  her  forsaken  home  and 
her  worse  than  motherless  child.  The  Helen  of  Homer  is, 
in  fact,  the  most  perfect,  perhaps  indeed  the  only  example 
of  humility  and  repentance  of  the  Christian  type  conceived 
by  a  heathen  writer.  Every  word  on  which  a  worse  view  of 
her  conduct  might  be  founded  is  put  into  her  own  mouth  ; 
like  a  true  penitent,  she  despises  herself,  and  paints  her  own 
doings  in  colours  in  which  no  one  else  would  have  dared  to 
paint  them.  Readers  who  carry  about  with  them  the  vulgar 
post-Homeric  conception  have  always  stumbled  at  the  Helen 
of  the  Odyssey,  restored  to  her  hearth  and  home  and  to  her 
husband's  love,  as  though  she  had  never  gone  in  the  well- 

*  The  strange  fragments  of  the  MvpfilBoves  certainly  show  that 
.(Eschylus  was  guilty  of  degrading  the  relations  of  Achilleus  and  Patroklos, 
just  as  the  calumnious  pen  of  Niebuhr  has  degraded  the  equally  beautiful 
picture  of  Alexander  and  Hephaistion. 
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oared  ships,  nor  come  to  the  citadel  of  Troy.*  But  on  the 
Helen  of  the  Iliad,  far  more  sinned  against  than  sinning, 
the  Helen  of  the  Odyssey  follows  as  the  natural  afterpiece. 
All  that  Mr.  Gladstone  has  said  on  these  two  characters  of 
Paris  and  Helen  is  worthy  the  deepest  attention  of  every 
Homeric  student.  Had  he  written  nothing  else,  this  alone 
would  be  enough  to  place  him  in  the  first  rank  of  Homeric 
critics.f 

The  whole  section  '  Ilios '  is  highly  interesting  and  in- 
genious ;  but  some  things,  as  usual,  strike  us  as  being  over- 
done. It  is  here,  above  all,  that  Mr.  Gladstone  treats  the 
Iliad  too  much  as  a  chronicle  in  verse.  He  admits  indeed 
in  words  that  the  question  of  historical  truth  and  falsehood  is 
not  altogether  to  the  point ;  that,  in  any  case,  it  is  the  part 
of  the  critic  distinctly  to  find  out  what  was  the  conception  in 
the  mind  of  the  poet,  whether  that  conception  was  historical 
or  fictitious.  He  admits  also  in  words  that,  whether  as 
chronicler  or  as  poet,  Homer  was  not  bound  to  give  us  the 
same  minute  picture  of  the  life  of  Troy  as  he  gives  us  of 
the  life  of  Greece.  But  in  practice  Mr.  Gladstone  hardly 
carries  out  his  theory.  His  exaggerated  notion  of  the 
historical  trustworthiness  of  the  Iliad  leads  him  to  seek  for 
historical  signs  of  Trojan  manners  and  institutions  in  every 
single  word  of  the  poet  which  can  anyhow  be  pressed  into 
such  a  service.     Now  we  have  admitted  that  Homer  is  a  real 

*  ovK  iiTT  ervfios  Xdyof  ovtos' 
ov  yap  i'^as  iv  vrjvcnv  f'DcreX/iots, 
ouS'  'Ueo  TTepyafjLa  Tpolas. — Stesichoros'  Palinodia. 

f  While  Mr.  Gladstone's  version  of  Paris  and  Helen  is  undoubtedly 
that  which  best  harmonizes  the  various  statements  in  different  parts  of  the 
Iliad  and  Odyssey,  we  still  think  that  he  builds  rather  too  much  upon  the 
mere  use  of  the  word  apnd^co.  Surely,  as  far  as  we  understand  such 
matters,  the  two  processes  run  so  much  into  one  another  that  apnd^ca 
mi^ht  be  not  inaccurately  used  of  a  case  in  which  the  element  of  seduction 
overcame  the  element  of  violence.  And  what  says  Herodotus  of  this 
whole  class  of  legends  ?  driXa  yap  Sij  on,  d  fifj  avral  e'/3ouXearo,  ovk  av 
{jpna^oVTO.     i.  4. 
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historical  witness,  at  least  for  a  real  state  of  things  in  Greece. 
But,  even  if  we  fully  admitted  the  historical  reality  of  the 
Trojan  War,  we  could  not  admit  Homer  as  an  equally  trust- 
worthy  authority  for  Trojan  affairs.     He  would   assuredly 
describe  the  Trojans  after  the  pattern  of  the  Greeks  of  his 
own  day,  or  at  the  utmost — though  even  this  is  supposing  a 
rather  unlikely  striving  after  accuracy — after  the  pattern  of 
the  inhabitants  of  the  Troad  in  his  own  day.      But  we  have 
no  right  to  assume  that  either  of  these  pictures  would  be  an 
accurate  representation  of  the  historical  Trojans,  if  historical 
Trojans  there  ever  were.      Again,  we  have  said  that  in  no 
case  was  Homer  bound  to  be  equally  minute  in  his  descrip- 
tions of  Greek  and  of  Trojan  affairs.      Negative  arguments 
therefore   prove   very   little.      Homer's    silence   as   to   the 
existence  of  any  Greek  practice  in  Troy  does  not  prove  that 
he  purposely  meant  to  imply  that  it  did  not  exist  there. 
But  hence  the  opposite  line  of  argument  gains  increased 
strength.      Any   positive   account   of  things   Trojan   is   of 
great  importance.     And  here  the  minute  researches  of  Mr. 
Gladstone   have    brought   out   some   very   curious    points. 
Everybody   has   doubtless   observed    that   Priam   lives    in 
clearly  marked  polygamy,  while  the  Greek  princes  at  most 
practise    concubinage.      But    everybody   perhaps   has   not 
observed  that,  while  in  Greece  the  women  attract  the  love 
of  the  Gods,  in  Troy  the  men  attract  the  love  of  the  God- 
desses.    Again,  in  Greece  we  hear  little  or  nothing  about 
priests,  but  a  great  deal  about  prophets.    In  Troy,  considering 
our  slender  means  of  knowledge,  the   priests  cut  a  great 
iigure.    These  touches  cannot  be  accidental.      They  may  be 
genuine  elder  traditions  ;  they  may  be  the  result  of  Homer's 
own  observations  on  that  later  Dardanian  dynasty  for  whose 
historical  being  we  hold  him  to  be  a  trustworthy  witness. 
Nor  can  it  be  without  some  reason  or  other  that  Homer 
always  dwells  with  such  delight  upon  the  good  and  valiant 
Lykians.      They  are  clearly  the  only  people  on  the  hostile 
side   whom   he   looked   upon   as   worthy   foes   of  his   own 
countrymen.     We  do  not  know  whether  it  is  to  the  purpose 
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or  not,  but  it  certainly  is  a  curious  coincidence  that,  while 
Achaian  and  Lykian  are  the  two  names  in  Europe  and  in 
Asia  which  Homer  most  delights  to  honour,  so  it  was  in  the 
Achaian  and  Lykian  Confederations  that  the  greatest  share 
of  freedom  and  good  government  lingered  on  till  all  was 
engulfed  in  the  universal  dominion  of  Rome.* 

Homer's  general  picture  of  his  Trojans  as  compared  with 
his  Greeks  is  very  skilfully  commented  on  by  Mr.  Gladstone. 
The  Trojans  are  a  kindred  people ;  they  are  not  widely  dis- 
tinguished from  the  Greeks  in  manners,  religion,  or  polity. 
They  are  not  ^ap/Sapocpcovot ;  they  are  not  aWodpooi  avOpwiroi. 
No  such  broad  line  parts  them  off  from  the  Hellenic  world  as 
that  which  parts  off  the  savage  Kyklopes  and  Laistrygonians, 
or  even  the  wholly  foreign  Egyptians  and  Phoenicians.  But, 
though  they  are  clearly  a  kindred  people,  they  are  no  less 
clearly  in  every  way,  as  men  and  as  soldiers,  an  inferior  people. 
But  they  are  not  too  greatly  inferior.  They  are  inferior  enough 
to  be  beaten;  but  they  are  not  so  inferior  as  to  make  it 
inglorious  to  beat  them.  This  train  of  ideas,  in  which  Homer's 
patriotism  plainly  rejoiced,  is  very  minutely  and  ingeniously 
worked  out  by  Mr.  Gladstone. 

So  far  as  we  can  conjecture,  the  picture  thus  given  by 
Homer  may  be  supposed  fairly  to  represent  the  facts  of  the 
case.  If  by  the  Trojans  we  understand  the  race  whom  the 
jiEolian  and  Ionian  colonists  found  in  possession  of  the 
western  coast  of  Asia,  one  can  hardly  doubt  their  near 
kindred  with  the  Greeks.  Everything  tends  to  show  that 
they  belonged  to  that  race,  call  it  Pelasgian  or  what  we 
will,  of  which  the  Hellenic  nation  formed  the  most 
illustrious  member.  The  little  we  find  recorded  of  them  in 
authentic  history — the  local  nomenclature  of  their  country, 
which  corresponds  in  so  striking  a  way  with  that  of  the 
other  side  of  the  ^gaean — the  ease  with  which  the  whole 
land  was  hellenized, — all  point  to  them,  along  with  Sikels, 
Epeirots,  and  Macedonians,  as  a  kind  of  undeveloped  Greeks, 

*  [This  parallel  came  home  to  me  agaiu  iu  the  History  of  Federal 
Government,  i.  216.] 
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capable  of  receiving  full  Hellenic  culture,  though  not  capable 
of  developing  it  for  themselves.  This  exactly  falls  in  with 
the  true  Homeric  portrait  of  the  Trojans.  But  here  again 
the  true  Homeric  portrait  must  be  carefully  distinguished 
from  the  later  shapes  which  it  puts  on  in  the  hands  of  Sopho- 
kles,  Euripides,  and  Virgil.  In  their  hands  every  touch  of 
Homer's  picture  is  lost.  Achaians  and  Trojans  are  broadly 
distinguished  as  "EXX.7]ve<;  and  ^dp^apoi.  The  subjects  of 
Priam  are  degraded  into  Phrygians.  The  Achaians  sometimes 
figure  as  Dorians,  sometimes  as  Pelasgians.  Homer  is,  on  all 
these  points,  probable  and  self-consistent.  Euripides  treats 
them  in  a  spirit  about  as  historical  as  when  he  makes  the 
supposed  wantonness  of  Argeian  Helen  the  natural  result  of 
the  scanty  clothing  which  the  discipline  of  Lykourgos 
allotted  to  the  virgins  of  Dorian  Sparta. 

Not  the  least,  to  our  mind,  of  Mr.  Gladstone's  services 
to  Homer  is  his  defence  of  the  ninth  book  of  the  Iliad. 
In  his  section  '  Aoidos '  he  has  thoroughly  overthrown  Mr. 
Grote's  idea  of  an  Achilleid  developed  into  an  Iliad,  and  he 
has  fully  vindicated  the  plot  of  the  poem  in  its  received 
form.*  Mr.  Grote  thinks  the  ninth  book  inconsistent  with 
much  that  follows ;  all  possible  satisfaction  has  been  offered 
Achilleus,  and  yet  in  later  books  he  still  wishes  to  see 
Agamemnon  and  the  Greeks  humbled  and  suppliant  before 
him.  Mr.  Gladstone  answers  that  in  the  ninth  book  no 
real  satisfaction  is  offered  to  the  wounded  spirit  of  the 
hero.  Agamemnon  strives,  as  it  were,  to  buy  his  return  by 
costly  offers,  which,  in  plain  truth,  are  simply  bribes.  But 
there  is  no  real  atonement,  no  humiliation,  no  confession  of 
error.  There  is  therefore  no  real  compensation  to  the  injured 
honour  of  Achilleus.  The  wrath  of  the  hero  was  not  to  be 
appeased  by  gifts,  not  even  by  the  restitution  of  Briseis.  He 
need  not  have  given  her  up,  and  he  refuses  to  receive  her 
again.  Such  a  feeling  as  the  wrath  of  Achilleus  was  not  to 
*  [Ou  this  point  see  the  Appendix  to  this  Essay.] 
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be  bought  off  by  gifts,  even  if  it  might  have  been  appeased 
by  repentance.  Homer  gives  it  a  far  grander  and  more 
characteristic  end  ;  it  is  neither  bought  off  nor  appeased ;  it 
is  swallowed  up  in  a  still  mightier  passion.  In  the  grief  of 
Achilleus  for  the  loss  of  Patroklos,  in  his  longing  to  avenge 
him,  no  room  is  left  in  his  heart  for  memory  of  the  wrong 
done  to  him  by  Agamemnon.  In  this  view,  the  ninth  book, 
the  record  of  the  fruitless  embassy,  is  altogether  needful  to 
the  developement  of  the  story.  And,  as  part  of  the  picture 
of  Achilleus,  as  a  specimen  of  the  grand  old  heroic  rhetoric, 
no  part  of  the  poems  surpasses  it.  Those  few  words  of 
sarcasm,  which  Mr.  Gladstone  is  so  fond  of  quoting  as  the 
climax  of  Achilleus'  oratory, 

rj  fxovvoi  (fnXeova'  dXoxovs  fifpoirav  avdpwTTcov 
ArpelSat  ; 

might  alone  have  made  the  fortune  of  a  poet  or  a  rhe- 
torician. 

We  thus  part  from  these  noble  volumes,  worthy  alike  of 
their  author  and  of  their  subject,  the  freshest  and  most  genial 
tribute  to  ancient  literature  which  has  been  paid  even  by  an 
age  rich  in  such  offerings.  Mr.  Gladstone  will  not  rate  our 
admiration  the  less  because  we  have  plainly  stated  our  wide 
dissent  from  some  important  parts  of  his  book.  He  has,  we 
think,  dealt  with  ethnology  without  the  needful  training, 
and  he  has  treated  mythology  from  a  wholly  false  point  of 
view.  But  he  has  done  such  justice  to  Homer  and  his  age 
as  Homer  has  never  received  out  of  his  own  land.  He  has 
vindicated  the  true  position  of  the  greatest  of  poets  ;  he  has 
cleared  his  tale  and  its  actors  from  the  misrepresentations 
of  ages.  With  an  ordinary  writer,  we  might  end  with  the 
almost  conventional  compliment,  that  we  trust  we  are  not 
meeting  him  for  the  last  time.  With  Mr.  Gladstone  we 
feel  that  there  is  truth  in  the  words  with  which  he  winds 
up  his   Homeric   labours,  words  which  the  records  of  the 
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present  parliamentary  session  have  shown  to  be  no  empty 

boast : 

'Nemesis  must  not  find  mc, 

j)  vvv  hrj6vvQVT ,  rj  varfpov  avdis  lovra. 

To  pass  from  the  study  of  Homer  to  the  ordinary  business  of  the  world,  is 
to  step  out  of  a  palace  of  enchantment  into  the  cold  gray  light  of  a  polar 
day.  But  the  spells  in  which  this  sorcerer  deals  have  no  affinity  with 
that  drug  from  Egypt,  which  drowns  the  spirit  in  effeminate  indifference  : 
rather  they  are  like  the  (f>apfiaKov  eadXov,  the  remedial  specific,  which, 
freshening  the  understanding  by  contact  with  the  truth  and  strength  of 
nature,  should  both  improve  its  vigilance  against  deceit  and  danger,  and 
increase  its  vigour  and  resolution  for  the  discharge  of  duty.'  * 


*  [It  must  be  remembered  that  this  appeared  in  July,  1858.  In  the 
February  of  that  year  the  famous  '  Conspiracy  Bill '  was  brought  in. 
While  Lord  Palmerston  was  cowering  befoi'e  the  threats  of  French 
Colonels  and  proposing  to  change  the  laws  of  England  at  the  bidding  of  a 
French  Tyrant,  Mr.  Gladstone,  along  with  Mr.  Milner  Gibson  and  Lord 
John  Russell,  was  among  those  who  stood  up  for  the  independence  of  his 
country.  His  speech  on  February  19  th  was  a  noble  exposure  of  the  way 
in  which  Lord  Palmerston  and  his  ally  Lord  Clarendon  had  cringed  to 
Buonaparte  whenever  they  had  a  chance.  So,  later  in  the  j'ear,  after  the 
article  was  published,  Mr.  Gladstone  was  striving  for  the  good  of  the  Greek 
nation  in  the  Ionian  Islands,  while  Lords  Palmerston  and  Clarendon  were 
the  guests  of  the  Tyrant  at  Compiegne,  at  the  very  moment  when  he  was 
persecuting  the  Count  of  Montalembert  for  no  crime  but  that  of  good  will 
to  England.     1873.] 

[Of  later  services  to  the  cause  of  right  at  home  and  abroad  it  is  needless 
to  speak.  But  it  is  well  to  note  that  the  work  of  1858  was  only  the 
natural  forerunner  of  the  work  of  1876-1879.] 
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PEOFESSOK  GEDDES  ON  THE  HOMEEIC  PEOBLEM.* 

The  Homeric  question  seems  to  be  as  "  eternal "  as  the  Eastern  question. 
Indeed  from  one  point  of  view  the  two  questions  may  be  said  to  merge 
themselves  in  one.  It  is  certain  that  Grecian  history,  in  its  CEcumenical 
aspect,  will  never  be  thoroughly  understood  till  we  fully  take  in  the  fact 
that  a  work  was  begun  by  Croesus — perhaps  by  Gyges — which  was  ended 
by  Mahomet  the  Conqueror,  and  which  has  begun  to  be  undone  in  our 
own  century.  From  Croesus  to  Abd-ul-Hamid,  some  part  or  other  of  the 
Greek  nation  has  always  been  under  foreign  rule,  and  in  the  earlier  and 
the  later  ages  of  that  long  period  that  foreign  rule  has  been  Asiatic  rule. 
But,  if  we  accept  the  teaching  of  Herodotus,  not  only  Croesus,  but  Gyges 
himself,  represents  a  comparatively  late  stage  of  this  long  controversy. 
The  Eastern  question,  the  strife  between  Europe  and  Asia,  is,  in  the  view 
of  Herodotus,  far  older  than  recorded  history.  But  its  beginning  was  at 
least  characteristic ;  it  began,  as  some  later  stages  of  it  have  also  begun, 
with  the  caiTying  off  of  an  European  woman,  a  Greek  woman,  by  Asiatic 
plunderers.  Thus  began  that  long  strife  of  Greek  and  barbarian,  of 
European  and  Asiatic,  that  long  drama  of  which  Herodotus  himself  recorded 
some  later  acts,  and  of  which  we  ourselves  behold  some  acts  later  still. 
One  of  these  many  acts,  according  to  him,  was  tlie  carrying  off  of  Helen  by 
an  Asiatic  prince,  followed  by  the  vengeance  of  Europe  in  the  form  of  the 
war  of  Troy.  Nor  is  there  any  reason  to  doubt  that  this  doctrine  of 
Herodotus  is  at  least  geographically  true.  Whatever  else  the  Iliad  is  or  is 
not,  its  groundwork  must  be  a  poetic  form  of  some  scene  of  that  act  of  the 
warfare  between  Europe  and  Asia  which  made  the  western  coast  of  Asia 
for  ever  Greek.  The  only  doubt  is  whether  those  inhabitants  of  Asia 
against  whom  that  warfare  was  waged  can  be  called  Asiatics  or  barbarians 
in  the  same  sense  as  utter  strangers  like  Saracens  and  lurks,  or  even  as 
kinsmen  like  the  Persians  from  whom  all  obvious  signs  of  kindred  had 
passed  away.f  But  however  this  may  be,  in  po^Dular  Greek  belief  the  war 
of  Troy  took  its  place  in  the  long  series  of  struggles  between  Europe  and 
Asia ;  it  was  one  of  those  phases  of  the  struggle  which  beheld  European 
warriors  triumphant  on  Asiatic  soil.  Agamemnon  was,  in  popular  belief, 
a  forerunner  of  Agesilaos  and  Alexander ;  we  might  go  on  to  call  him  a 
forerunner  of  Pompeius  and  Trajan,  of  Heraclius  and  Nikephoros,  of 
Godfrey  and  of  Frederick  the  Second.  The  war  of  Troy  thus  takes  its 
place  as  one  stage  of  the  Eastern  question,  as  one  stage  of  the  great  con- 
troversy which  is  yet  unsettled.     The  poet  or  poets  of  the  Iliad  take  their 


*  'The  Problem  of  the  Homeric  Poems.'     By  William  Geddes,  LL.D.,  Professor 
of  Greek  in  the  University  of  Aberdeen.     London  :  Macmillan  and  Co.     1878. 
t  [Above,  p.  92.] 
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place  among  the  chroniclers  of  that  great  strife ;  the  poem  which  he  or 
they  have  handed  down  to  us  is  the  earliest  even  of  its  lej^endary  records. 
That  poem  marks  a  stage  from  which  we  may  reckon  hackwards  as  well  as 
forwards.  No  one  would  ever  have  thought  of  those  versions  of  the 
legends  of  16  and  Medeia  with  which  the  hi.story  of  Herodotus  begins,  unless 
the  tale  of  Helen  had  already  taken  full  possession  of  Greek  imagination. 
The  tales  of  16  and  Medeia  were  put  into  such  a  shape  as  to  come  into  the 
same  class  with  the  tale  of  Helen,  and  to  form  earlier  stages  of  the  same 
series  of  events.  That  is  to  say,  though,  in  the  tale  of  Troy  we  have 
not  history,  still  less  chronology,  though  we  cannot  venture  to  affirm  the 
historic  reality  of  a  single  event  or  even  the  historic  existence  of  a 
single  person,  yet  we  have  something  different  from  the  myths  of  16  and 
Medeia;  we  have  the  poetic  or  romantic  remembrance  of  something' 
which  really  happened,  the  successful  warfare  of  Hellenic  conquerors  on 
Asiatic  ground. 

I  said  just  now  "  the  poet  or  the  poets,"  the  chronicler  or  the  chroniclers, 
of  this  stage  of  the  long  and  as  yet  unfinished  drama.  For  the  immediate 
(luestion  on  which  I  would  fain  speak  now,  is  whether  we  are  to  look  on 
the  Homeric  poems  as  the  work  of  one  poet  or  of  more  than  one ;  it  is 
indeed  a  form  of  that  question  which  narrows  itself  in  a  much  more  precise 
way.  Shall  v/e,  instead  of  either  one  author  or  many,  accept  the  definite 
number  of  two?  One  form  of  this  doctrine,  it  need  hardly  be  said,  is  as 
old  as  any  discussion  of  the  works  and  personality  of  Homer  in  any  shape. 
'J"he  doctrine  of  the  Chorizontes,  those  who  held  the  Iliad  to  be  the  work 
of  one  poet  and  the  Odyssey  of  another,  was  known  in  very  early  times  • 
but  it  was  for  the  most  part  known  only  to  be  somewhat  scornfully  cast 
aside.  In  modern  times  it  has  hardly  been  able  to  hold  up  its  bead  be^ 
tween  the  two  more  thorough-going  doctrines  on  either  side  of  it,  that 
which  attributes  both  poems  to  a  single  author  and  that  which  divides 
each  poem  among  many  authors.  But  the  doctrine  of  dual  authorship,  as 
opposed  to  either  single  or  many-headed  authorship,  has  lately  appeared 
again  in  a  shape  which  has  nothing  in  common  with  that  of  the  Chorizontes. 
Tliis  doctrine  certainly  assigns  the  larger  number  of  books  of  the  present 
Iliad  to  one  poet,  while  it  assigns  the  Odyssey  to  another  poet.  But  then 
it  assigns  a  large  part  of  the  present  Iliad,  ten  books  out  of  twenty-four,  to 
the  same  poet  as  the  Odyssey.  The  poet  of  the  Odyssey,  according  to  this 
view,  inserted  certain  books  in  an  already  existing  Achilleid,  and  so  turned 
it  into  the  present  Iliad.  And  fur  this  second  poet,  the  author  of  the 
Odyssey,  the  enlarger  of  the  Achilleid  and  thereby  the  author  of  the  Iliad 
in  its  present  shape,  the  new  doctrine  claims  the  rank  and  name  of  the 
personal  Plomer. 

Siich  is  the  teaching  put  forth  last  year  by  Professor  Geddes  of  Aberdeen, 
in  his  volume  entitled  "  The  Problem  of  the  Homeric  Poems."  Its 
connexion  with  the  doctrine  with  which  we  have  all  been  made  familiar 
at  the  hands  of  Mr.  Grote  will  be  seen  at  a  glance.     Mr.  Grote  taught  that 
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an  original  Achilleid  had  been  enlarged  into  an  Iliad ;  whether  this  was 
done  by  the  poet  of  the  Achilleid  himself  or  by  some  later  poet  he  did  not 
undertake  to  decide.  Mr.  Geddes'  share  in  the  business  is  to  support  Mr. 
Grote's  doctrine  by  further  arguments  which  Mr.  Grote  had  not  thought  of, 
and  then  to  make  certain  inferences  as  to  authorship  which  Mr.  Grote  had 
not  thought  of  either.  In  short  the  acceptance  of  Mr.  Geddes'  teaching 
implies  the  acceptance  of  Mr.  Grote's.  But  it  is  quite  possible  to  accept 
Mr.  Grote's  doctrine,  and  even  to  accept  many  of  the  corroborative  argu- 
ments which  are  brought  by  Mr.  Geddes,  without  at  all  going  on  to  accept 
Mr.  Geddes'  further  inferences  on  the  point  of  authorship. 

Now,  as  Mr.  Geddes  was  perfectly  aware  of  all  that  Mr.  Grote  had  said, 
their  agreement  clearly  cannot  be  put  under  the  head  of  undesigned  co- 
incidences.    It  is  always  a  strong  presumption  in  favour  of  any  doctrine 
when  two  scholars  are  led  to  it  by  two  quite  independent  lines  of  reasoning, 
each  satisfactory  in  its  own  way.     If  Mr.  Grote  had  been  led  to  the  doctrine 
of  an  enlarged  Achilleid  by  the  arguments  which  he  sets   forth   in   his 
History,  and  if  Mr.  Geddes,  knowing  nothing  of  what  Mr.  Grote  had  said, 
had  been  led  to  the  same  doctrine  by  the  wholly  independent  arguments 
set  forth  in  his  volume,  the  case  would  certainly  have  been  a  very  strong  one. 
As  matters  actually  stand,  Mr.  Geddes'  case  can  claim  no  such  strength  as 
this.     Mr.  Geddes'  view  was  suggested  by  Mr.  Grote's;  without  Mr.  Grote 
it   might  never  have  come  into  Mr.  Geddes'  head.     Yet  it  surely  tells 
somewhat  in  favour  of  any  conclusion  tliat  it  can  be  supported  by  a  fresh 
line  of  argument,  wholly  distinct  from  that  by  which  its  author  was  led  to 
it,  a  line  of  argument  by  which  it  is  quite  conceivable  that  either  thinker 
miijht  have  been  led  to  it  independently.     The  doctrine  that  the  present 
Iliad  was  formed  by  the  insertion  of  certain  books  in  an  earlier  Achilleid 
was  suggested  to  Mr.  Grote  solely  by  consideration  of  the  plan  of  the  poem 
and  the  relations  of  the  several  parts  to  the  general  story.     Mr.  Geddes 
goes  on  to  say  that  each  of  the  two  parts  into  which  Mr.  Grote  thus  divides 
the  present  Iliad  has  in  many  respects  a  distinct  character  of  its  own.     He 
argues  that  the  tone  and  spirit  of  the  two  parts,  their  way  of  looking  at  and 
speaking  of  many  things,  the  habits,  the  tastes,  the  local  associations,  the 
general  range  of  knowledge,  implied  in  each,  is  altogether  different.    Those 
books,  he  says,  which  Mr.  Grote  looks  on  as  forming  the  elder  part  of  the 
poem,  are  in  all  respects  more  archaic,  and  point  to  an  earlier  state  of  things, 
than  those  which  he  looks  on  as  the  inserted  parts.     If  Mr.  Geddes  can 
make  out  his  case,  if  he  can  really  show  that  all  this  is  so,  it  is  surely  a 
very  powerful  and  a  very  remarkable,  because  a  quasi  independent,  confir- 
mation of  Mr.  Grote's  case.     And,  if  we  go  thus  far,  we  may  be  led  to  look 
with  more  favour  on  the  more  startling  points  of  Mr.  Geddes'  theory.     He 
goes  on  to  attempt  to  show  that,  in  all  those  points  in  which  the  inserted 
books — it  will  be  convenient  so  to  speak  of  them  for  clearness'  sake — differ 
from    the  original  Achilleid,  they  agree  with  the  Odyssey.      He  argues 
thence  that  it  was  the  poet  of  tlie  Odyssey  who  made  this  great  insertion 
in  the  older  poem.     All  this  reasoning  hangs  together;  it  is  by  a  wholly 
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distinct  line  of  argument  that  Mr.  Grcddes  makes  that  inference  as  to  the 
personality  of  Homer  which  is  clearly  the  least  important  part  of  his  case. 

Now,  as  I  have  undertaken  to  speak  upon  the  8ubj(.'ct,  I  may  fairly 
be  asked  whether  I  am  myself  convinced  of  the  soundness  of  Mr.  Geddes' 
arguments  on  all  these  points.  Shall  I  be  deemed  cowardly  if  I  ask,  for 
the  present  at  least,  to  be  allowed  not  to  commit  myself?  I  have  read 
Mr.  Geddes'  book  with  great  care.  I  have  read  through  every  \\  ord  of 
the  Iliad  and  Odyssey  again  to  see  how  they  looked  by  the  new  light  thus 
cast  upon  them.  Those  books  which,  according  to  Mr.  Grote  and  Mr. 
Geddes,  are  the  original  Achilleid  I  read  by  themselves,  and  I  then  read 
the  inserted  books  by  themselves.  And  I  must  say  that,  judged  by  this 
test,  Mr.  Geddes'  theory  seemed  highly  ingenious  and  highly  plausible. 
That  I  found  it  absolutely  decisive  of  the  point  at  issue  I  will  not  venture 
to  sa}'.  Mr.  Geddes  has,  to  my  mind,  made  out  a  strong  case :  I  wait  to 
see  whether  a  case  as  strong,  or  stronger,  may  not  be  made  out  the  other 
way.  For  in  this  kind  of  argument  we  not  only  cannot  get  mathematical 
proof,  we  carmot  get  that  kind  of  proof  which  we  deem  decisive  in 
establishing  points  which  come  within  the  bounds  of  recorded  history. 
We  can  have  nothing  but  internal  evidence,  a  kind  of  evidence  as  to  the 
value  of  which  men's  minds  will  always  differ.  An  argument  of  this 
kind  which  seems  strong  to  one  scholar  will  seem  weak  to  another  scholar 
of  equal  rank.  For  its  strength  or  weakness  will  largely  be  judged  of  by 
the  habits  of  mind  of  the  several  judges,  by  their  feelings  and  line  of 
thought,  and  their  general  way  of  looking  at  things.  Add  to  this  that 
the  line  of  argument  which  accumulates  minute  points  of  likeness  and 
unlikeness  is  always  liable  to  be  met  by  arguments  of  the  same  kind  the 
other  way.  I  know  very  well  that  cases  of  this  kind  which  seemed 
exceedingly  plausible  have  been  met  by  equally  plausible  cases  the  other 
way.  Mr.  Geddes  has  made  a  long  list  of  points  in  which  the  Odyssey 
and  the  inserted  books  of  the  Iliad  seem  to  agree  in  opposition  to  the 
Achilleid.  It  is  quite  conceivable  that  some  equally  diligent  student  may 
put  together  a  list  just  as  long  of  points  in  which  the  Iliad  as  a  whole 
agrees  in  opposition  to  the  Odyssey  as  a  whole.  Or  he  may  even  show 
that  the  Odyssey  and  the  Achilleid  agree  in  opposition  to  the  inserted 
books.  With  the  impression  of  Mr.  Geddes'  argument  on  my  mind,  this 
does  not  seem  to  me  to  be  likely ;  but  1  know  that  it  is  perfectly  possible. 
I  am  like  King  James  the  First  when  he  heard  one  side  of  the  cause  only, 
I  infer  from  his  example  that,  before  I  fully  make  up  my  mind,  I  shall 
do  well  to  wait  aud  see  what  other  scholars  may  find  to  say  on  the  other 
side. 

But,  while  so  waiting,  I  would  ask  thus  much  for  Mr.  Geddes,  that  he 
may  be  judged  by  the  strongest  parts  of  his  argument  and  not  by  the 
weakest.  In  a  chain  of  reasoning,  strictly  so  called,  in  a  series  of  inferences 
each  of  which  by  itself  proves  nothing,  the  common  nature  of  chains  comes 
in  ;  the  strength  of  the  whole  argument  is  the  strength  of  its  weakest 
link.     If  there  is  a  single  flaw  anywhere,   the   whole  argument  breaks 
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down.  But  this  rule  does  not  apply  to  a  cumulative  argument,  like  that 
of  Mr.  Geddes.  Mr.  Geddes  wishes  to  establish  certain  points  of  general 
imlikeness  between  A  and  B,  certain  points  of  general  likeness  between  A 
and  C.  He  attempts  to  establish  these  general  points  by  bringing  together 
a  vast  mass  of  minute  particulars,  none  of  which  by  itself  would  prove  the 
case,  or  even  raise  a  presumption  in  its  favour.  The  force  of  his  argument 
lies  in  a  prodigious  mass  of  instances,  the  more  minute  and  incidental  the 
better,  all  independent,  but  all  tending  the  same  way.  Novr  in  such  a 
case  it  is  quite  impossible  that  every  mind  should  acknowledge  the  force 
of  all  of  them.  In  some  cases  the  likeness  or  unlikeness  will  be  denied  ; 
in  other  cases  it  will  be  explained  in  some  other  way.  Some  will  say,  I 
am  myself  inclined  to  say,  that  Mr.  Geddes,  like  Mr.  Gladstone,  refines 
overmuch,  that  both  alike  have  a  certain  gift  of  seeing  further  into  a  stone 
wall  than  human  eyes  ever  can  see.  But  I  do  not  forget,  on  the  one  hand, 
that  this  is  in  no  way  peculiar  to  Mr.  Geddes  or  to  Mr.  Gladstone,  but 
that  it  is  the  natural  tendency — it  is,  if  we  choose  to  call  it  so,  the  natural 
temptation — of  every  one  who  takes  up  this  line  of  argument  about  any 
matter.  In  his  anxiety  to  find  points  of  likeness  or  unlikeness,  he  will  be 
sure  to  see  them  where  nobody  else  can  see  them.  But  I  do  not  forget  on 
the  other  hand  that  tliis  does  not  always  prove  that  the  likenesses  or 
unlikenesses  are  not  real.  If  it  is  his  interest,  so  to  speak,  to  find  them 
where  other  people  may  think  them  imaginary,  he  is  also  very  likely  to 
develope  a  real  tact,  a  real  gift  for  seeing  true  likenesses  and  unlikenesses, 
where  other  people  do  not  see  them.  But  granting  that  some,  that  many, 
of  Mr.  Geddes'  instances  are  not  to  the  point,  I  ask  that  this  may  not  be 
allowed  to  set  aside  his  argument  as  a  whole.  The  question  is,  not 
whether  he  has  some  bad  votes  which  may  be  set  aside  on  a  scrutiny, 
but  whether  he  has  enough  good  votes  to  give  him  a  majority.  If  Mr, 
Gtddes  has  brought  sound  arguments  enough  to  prove  his  main  points,  it 
ought  not  to  tell  against  him  if  he  has  also  brought  some  arguments  which 
may  be  judged  to  be  unsound. 

All,  in  short,  that  I  wish  to  do  is  to  ask  for  Mr.  Geddes'  theory  that  it 
may  be  seriously  weighed  and,  if  need  be,  answered.  I  fancy  that  I  see 
in  some  quarters  a  disposition  to  toss  it  aside  as  a  mere  craze  or  as 
something  quite  behind  the  present  state  of  scholarship.  If  this  merely 
means  that  Mr.  Geddes  is  old-fashioned  enough  to  believe  that  the  poems 
are  poems,  that  they  are  the  work  of  a  poet  or  poets — a  maker  or  makers 
— in  the  highest  sense — that  the  Iliad  and  Odyssey  did  not  come  out,  like 
Aaron's  calf,  by  the  chance  melting  together  of  detached  scraps — I  trust 
that  English  common  sense  will  always  be  strong  enough  to  keep  most  of 
US  in  such  old-fashioned  ways.  This  controversy  is  one  of  those  on  which 
men  must  differ  for  ever  according  to  the  turn  of  their  minds.  We  have 
got  out  of  the  region  of  external  evidence,  and  every  man  must  believe 
according  to  his  own  notion  of  internal  evidence.  To  some  old-fashioned 
minds  the  internal  evidence  of  design  in  the  poems  is  so  plain  that  any 
doctrine  which  shuts  out  design,  any  stitching  together  of  detached  lays 
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by  Peisistratos  or  any  other  editor,  needs  not  to  be  argued  against.      The 
plot  of  the  Odyssey,  the  plot  of  the  Achilleid,  whatever  we  say  of  the 
Iliad,  speaks,  some  would  say,  for  itself,  without  further  argument.      But 
the  theory  put  forth  by  Mr.  Grote  and  Mr.  Geddes   enables  us  better 
to  see  how  much  is,  and  liow  much  is  not,  involved  in  the  doctrine  of 
real  plot,  real  authorship,  in  the  poems.      That  doctrine  dots  not  bind  us 
to  look  on  the  poems,  as  we  have  them,  as  being  exactly  in  the  state  in 
which  their  original  author  or  authors  conceived  them.     It  rather  binds  us 
to  the  opposite  doctrine.     It  binds  us  to  accept  the  theory  of  interixilation 
on  the  vastest  scale,  an  interi)olation  of  many  books,   an  interpolation 
great  enough  to  turn  the  original  Achilleid  into  the  present  Iliad.      And 
where  one  great  interpolation  is  the  very  essence  of  the  whole  theory,  it 
cannot  be  consistent  to  put  aside  the  possibility  of  interpolations  on  a 
smaller  scale.     But  it  is  as  well  to  remember  what  interpolation  really 
implies.      It  implies,  by  the  very  nature  of  the  case,  a  pre-existent  body 
into  which  the  new  matter  is  interpolated.     If  we  admit  that  an  Achilleid 
has   been  expanded  into  an. Iliad,  we  imply  the  earlier  existence  of  a 
substantive  Achilleid.      If  we  hold  that  the  original  plan  has  been  altered, 
we  imply  the  existence  of  two  plans,  neither  of  them  a  fortuitous  con- 
currence of  atoms,  but  each  of  them  the  deliberate  work  of  a  maker.     It  is 
possible  that  some  firm  adherents  of  the  doctrine  of  unity  may  look  with 
fear  on  the  doctrine  of  large  interpolation  as  at  least  tending  towards  the 
doctrine  of  detached  lays.     Such  fears  are  wholly  groundless.     The  theory 
of  Mr.  Geddes  undoubtedly  upsets — the  original  theory  of  Mr.  Grote  did 
not  necessarily  upset — the  doctrine  of  absolute  unity  of  authorship  in  the 
two  poems.     But  the  doctrine  of  absolute  unity  itself  does  not  go  more 
directly  in  the  teeth  of  the  doctrine  of  detached  lays,  as  that  doctrine  is 
commonly  understood. 

I  make  this  last  qualification,  because  I  can  conceive  a  doctrine  of 
distinct  lays  which  is  not  inconsistent  either  with  Mr.  Geddes'  doctrine 
or  with  the  doctrine  of  unity  of  authorship  for  the  poems.  Let  us  waive 
the  question  whether  the  poems  are  the  work  of  one  poet  or  two.  In 
either  case  each  poem,  as  it  came  from  the  mouth  of  its  author,  was 
really  a  poem,  a  poetic  design  of  his  own,  not  a  chance  stringing  together 
of  detached  lays.  But  it  does  not  follow  that  every  word  of  such  a  poem 
was  strictly  the  poet's  own  composition.  In  carrying  ourselves  back  to 
the  epic  age  of  Greece,  we  must  cast  aside  all  the  notions  with  which  we 
are  familiar  in  our  own  age  about  property,  legal  or  moral,  in  literary 
comix)sitions.  It  is  plain  that  there  were  phrases,  epithets,  whole  lines 
which  were  the  common  property  of  the  whole  epic  school  of  poets. 
Many  verses  of  Homer  may  in  this  way  be  older  than  Homer.  But  more 
than  this,  one  cannot  doubt  that  short  lays  preceded  long  epic  poems,  and 
nothing  is  more  likely  than  that  some  such  short  older  lays  may  be 
embedded  in  the  existing  epic  poems.  This  may  have  happened  in  two 
ways,  both  of  which  are  quite  distinct  from  the  process  attributed  either 
to  Peisistratos  or  to  the  yet  later  editor  who  is  supposed  by  Mr.  Palev's 
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theory.      The  long  stories  in  the  Iliad  about  Bellerophontes,  about  the 
forefathers  of  Aineias,  some  of  the  tales  put  into  the  mouth  of  Nestor, 
perhaps  the  sto'y  of  the  hunt  on  Parnassos  in  the  Odyssey,  or  even  the 
false  tales  told  by  Odysseus  in  his  disguise — any  of  these  might  be  con- 
ceived as  existing  in  the  shape  of  distinct  lays,  which,  to  my  mind,  no 
part  of  the  real  march  of  either  story  can  be.      The  song  of  Demodokos, 
the  tale  of  Ares  and  Aphrodite,  is  yet  more  independent  of  the  main  story 
of  the   Odyssey.      It   is   in   its  form    exactly   parallel   to  the   so-called 
Homeric  hymns ;  it  might,  as  Colonel  Mure  says,  have  taken  its  place 
among  them  as  a  hymn  to  Hephaistos.     One  might  add  that,  as  far  as 
their  form  is  concerned,  we  might  conceive  one  of  those  hymns,  say  the 
hymn  to  Aphrodite,  taking  a   like  place   in   the  Odyssey.     Now  it  is 
perfectly  possible  that  the  poet  may  have  composed  these  episodes  of  set 
purpose  in  order  to  give  relief  and  variety  to  his  main  story.       Or  again 
it  is  perfectly  possible  that  they  may  be  interpolations  made  by  a  later 
poet  with  that  object  or  with  any  other.     In  the  case  of  some  passages 
which  are  not  likely  to  be  the  composition  of  the  poet  himself,  interpola- 
tion is  by  far  the  most  likely  theory.     Such  is  the  description  of  the 
shield  of  Achilleus.     We  can  hardly  fancy  the  poet  himself  describing  it 
at  snch.  disproportionate  length;  we  can  hardly  fancy  it  existing  as  an 
earlier  independent  poem ;  it  is  far  more  likely  to  be  an  expansion  of  the 
original  story  of  the  forging  of  the  arms  worked  in  by  some  later  hand. 
But  with  regard  to  the  other  class  of  stories,  those  which  we  can  conceive 
existing  as  separate  lays,  though  we  may  conceive  them  to  be  the  poet's 
own  work,  though  we  may  conceive  them  to  be  later  interpolations,  yet 
the  third  view  has  surely  at  least  as  much  to  recommend  it  as  either  of  the 
others.     As  it  is  plain  that  the  poets  of  the  epic  school  freely  worked  in 
phrases  and  verses  from  the  common  epic  stock,  so  it  is  quite  possible 
that  a  poet  planning  an  Achilleid  or  an  Odyssey  may  have  done  the  same 
thing  on  a  larger  scale.     That  is,  he  may  have  worked   in  whole   lays 
which  he  found  already  in  being.     Glaukos,  Aineias,  Nestor,  were  among 
the  characters  of  his  story  ;  if  he  thought  it  suited  his  imrpose  to  put  into 
their  mouths  traditional  lays  which  bore  their  names  and  which  told  of 
their  exploits  or  of  those  of  their  forefathers,  he  would  not  be  held  back 
from  so  doing  by  the  feeling  which  would  influence  a  modern  poet.     A 
modern  poet  might  not  perhaps  scruple  to  bring  in  a  phrase  or  a  line  of  an 
earlier  poet,  where  the  adoption  might  be  both  meant  and  taken  as  a  kind  of 
tribute ;  but  he  would  certainly  scruple  to  bring  in  pieces  of  another  man's 
composition  on  at  all  the  scale  of  the  narratives  of  which  I  have  just 
spoken.    But  if  a  primitive  poet  found  that  any  laysalreadj'  in  being  suited 
his  purpose,  he  would  work  them  up  in  his  poem  with  no  dread  either  of 
the  law  or  of  the  sentiment  of  cojiyright  before  his  eyes.      He  would  act 
like  the  writer  of  a  media;val  chronicle,  who  worked  into  his  own  book  the 
materials  of  any  earlier  book  that  suited  him,  altering,  omitting,  adding, 
continuing,  as  he  thought  good.     He  would  act  like  the  architect  of  a 
basilica,  when  he  took  the  columns  of  a  destroyed  temple,  and  taught  them 
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to  carry  arches  witliin  instead  of  an  entablature  without.  He  would  act 
like  Aurelian,  fericin:j;  in  Rimie  with  new  walls,  and  working  into  tlieir 
circuit,  here  the  prtutorian  camp,  hero  an  aniphitheatre,  here  the  arch  of 
an  aqueduct,  here  any  other  earlier  building  which  suited  his  purpose.  In 
these  cases  the  amount  of  material  used  up  again  is  far  larger  in  propor- 
tion than,  according  to  my  notion,  it  is  likely  to  be  in  the  Homeric 
poems ;  but  the  principle  is  the  same.  In  all  these  cases,  the  poet,  tlie 
chronicler,  the  architect,  the  military  engineer,  designs  the  ])lan  of  his 
work  according  to  his  own  conceptions;  but  in  carrying  out  his  plan, 
he  freely  makes  use  of  any  suitable  materials  that  come  in  his  way.  An<i 
if  this  work  of  adaption  might  be  gone  through  by  the  poet  of  the 
Achilleid  or  the  Odyssey,  it  might  be  equally  gone  through  by  the  poet 
who  enlarged  the  Achilleid  into  an  Iliad.  Indeed  some  of  the  passages 
which,  as  it  has  been  already  hinted,  are  most  likely  to  have  been  de- 
tached lays  come  from  these  very  inserted  books.  The  Doloneia  again  is 
a  case  in  |X)int.  According  to  Mr.  Geddes'  theory,  it  is  an  insertion  in  the 
body  of  the  Achilleid  made  by  the  poet  of  the  Odyssey.  But  it  is  a  story 
which  might  very  well  stand  by  itself.  It  fits  very  well  into  the  place 
where  it  stands ;  yet  it  is  mere  episode  and  does  not  at  all  help  on  the 
main  action.  It  may  have  been  inserted  by  the  poet  of  the  Odyssey,  and 
yet  it  may  not  have  been  the  composition  of  the  poet  of  the  Odyssey.  If 
he  found  such  an  already  existing  lay  of  Odysseus  and  Diomedes,  and 
thought  that  it  would  suit  his  purpose  and  fit  in  well  with  his  story,  he 
would  feel  no  more  scruple  about  inserting  it  into  his  own  work  than, 
according  to  the  assumption,  he  felt  about  inserting  his  own  work  into  the 
body  of  the  Achilleid. 

Now  all  the  processes  here  supposed,  the  great  interpolation  supposed  by 
Mr.  Grote  and  Mr.  Geddes  foremost  amongst  them,  are  altogether  distinct 
from  and  opjwsite  to  the  doctrine  which  makes  the  poems  mere  accidental 
collections  of  detached  lays.  According  to  this  last  doctrine,  some  one 
who  was  not  a  poet  of  the  epic  agp,  some  later  editor, — tyrant,  philosopher,  or 
anything  else, — was  lucky  enough  to  light  on  lays  which  could  be  so  strung 
together  as  to  make  two  great  poems,  each  with  an  elaborate,  one  of  them  at 
least  with  a  thoroughly  consistent,  plot.  But  all  the  alternatives  which  I 
have  just  suggested  suppose,  what  the  theory  of  detached  lays  shuts  out,  a 
poet  designing  a  poem.  Such  a  poet  works  in,  it  may  be,  materials  from 
various  sources  ;  but  the  design  is  his  own.  Or  again,  when  his  design  is 
carried  out,  some  later  poet  perhaps  improves,  perhaps  mars,  the  design, 
by  inserting  interpolations  of  his  own.  But  in  either  case  there  is  the 
poem,  no  chance  gathering  of  scraps,  but  a  work  of  art,  planned  as  a  whole 
by  a  single  mind,  though  particular  portions  may  have  been  either 
borrowed  from  earlier  minds  or  added  by  later  minds.  And  it  must  be 
borne  in  mind  that  difference  of  authorship  does  not  imply  inferiority  of 
work.  The  merit  of  the  plan  of  the  whole  belongs  to  the  mind  which 
planned  the  whole ;  but  the  work  of  any  earlier  poet  who  was  laid 
under  contribution,  the  work  of  any  later  ix)et  who  made  an  interpolation. 
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may  be  quite  equal  ia  poetic  conception  and  in  arti.-tic  finish  to  anything 
which  came  from  the  lips  of  the  designer  himself.  It  must  indeed  be  so, 
if  we  accept  the  theory  of  Mr.  Geddes.  For,  according  to  that  theory,  the 
greatest  of  all  interpolators,  the  interpolator  who  changed  the  Achilleid 
into  an  Iliad,  was  no  other  than  Homer  himself. 

Let  us  now  look  generally  at  the  arguments  by  which  Mr.  Geddes  tries 
to  establish  this  proposition.     The  minutt^r  details  must  be  studied  in  his 
own  work ;  I  will  here  attempt  nothing  more  than  to  sketch  out  the  main 
lines  of  his  reasoning.     And  here  it  must  be  remembered  that  he  constantly, 
as  he  himself  points  out  with  some  degree  of  triumph,  takes  the  arguments 
of  the  Chorizuntes  and  turns  them  against  themselves.     The  Chorizontes 
point  out  this  or  that  feature  of  unlikeness  between  the  Iliad  and  the 
Odyssey.  Mr.  Geddes  steps  in  and  says,  "  No  ;  not  between  the  Iliad  and  the 
Odyssey;  between  the  Achilleid  and  the  Odyssey."   He  points  out  that  most 
of  the  examples  by  which  they  try  to  prove  this  or  that  point  come  from 
those  books  of  our  present  Iliad  which  Mr.  Grote  has  marked  off  as  the 
original  Achilleid.     He  bids  them  turn  to  the  other  books  which  Mr.  Grote 
holds  to  be  a  later  insertion.     There  he  holds  that  they  will  find,  not  the 
state  of  things  which  they  find  in  the  Achilleid,  but  the  state  of  things 
which  they  find  in  the  Odyssey.     The  arguments  by  which  they  sever 
the  Odyssey  from  the  present  Iliad  must,  he  tells  them,  also  sever  along 
with  it  several  books  of  the  Iliad,  those  books  namely  which  Mr.  Grote  has 
already  severed  from  it  on  other  grounds.     The   position  of  the  Chori- 
zontes is  that  the  Odyssey  deals  with  a  later  state  of  things  than  the  Iliad, 
that  it  shows  milder  ideas  and  manners,  greater  knowledge,  especially  greater 
geographical  knowledge,  general  advancement  in  everything.     Mr.  Geddes 
answers  that  this  distinction  certainly  exists  between  the  Achilleid  and  the 
Odyssey,  but  that  it  exists  equally  between  the  Achilleid  and  the  other 
books  of  the  present  Iliad,  and  that  these  last  agree  in  all  these  points  with 
the  Odyssey.     Now  it  is  plain  that,  if  this  can  be  made  out,  it  is  a  very 
powerful  argument  indeed;  for  it  is  a  complete  rejoinder  to  the  answer 
which  is  commonly  made  to  the  Chorizontic  argument  on  this  head.     The 
usual  answer  which  the  advocates  of  unity  make  to  the  Chorizontes  is  that 
the  state  of  things  described  in  the  Odyssey  is  necessarily  gentler,  and  in 
some  outward  things  more  advanced,  than  the  state  of  things  in  the  Iliad, 
because  the  Iliad  describes  only  the  rougher  life  of  the  camp,  while  the 
Odyssey  describes  the  more  settled  and  gentler  life  of  a  Greek  people  in  time 
of  peace.     As  against  the  Chorizontic  argument,  this  answer  is  very  strong, 
])erhaps  conclusive.     But  it  altogether  fails  against  Mr.  Geddes'  doctrine,  if 
that  doctrine  can  be  otherwise  established.  For  both  parts  of  the  present  Iliad 
describe  the  life  of  the  camp,  and  Mr.  Geddes'  case  is  that  one  of  those  parts 
shows  exactly  the  same  signs  of  advance  as  the  more  peaceful  Odyssey.* 

*  Of  course  the  question  remains  whether  the  Odyssey  does  show  signs  of 
advance.  No  doubt,  as  a  whole,  it  does.  But  there  are  two  passages  which  it  is 
open  to  any  one  to  quote  on  the  other  side.  There  is  nothing  in  the  Iliad  at  all 
like  the  horrible  punishment  of  Melanthios  in  the  Odyssey;  there  is  nothing  so 
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We  will  now  go  on  to  look  at  some  of  the  particular  points  on  which  Mr. 
Geddes  enlar;4es.  It  may  be  enough  for  the  mcjst  part  to  look  at  tlicrn  in 
a  general  kind  of  way,  without  stopping  to  dispute  in  detail  over  this  or 
that  passage.  Let  us  take  first  a  point  which  Mr.  Geddes  does  not  put 
first,  but  which  really  lies  at  the  root  of  his  whole  theory.  What  is  the 
position  of  Odysseus — Mr.  Geddes  will  hardly  find  any  great  following 
nowadays  in  talking  about  Ulysses — in  those  books  which  we  now  put 
together  under  the  name  of  the  Iliad?  If  he  can  show  that  the  acknow- 
ledged hero  of  the  Odyssey  holds  a  very  prominent  place  in  one  part  of  our 
present  Iliad,  a  much  less  prominent  place  in  the'other  part,  and  if  the  part 
where  Odysseus  is  prominent  answers  to  those  books  which  Mr.  Grote  had 
already  marked  out  as  inserted,  this  is  surely  a  great  point  in  his  case. 
Mr.  Geddes  affirms  that  it  is  so,  so  much  so  that  he  calls  the  iuserted  books 
of  the  Iliad  the  "  Ulyssean  "  books.  In  the  Achilleid,  he  argues,  Odysseus 
is  simply  one  of  the  chief  Achaian  leaders  alongside  of  others  ;  he  holds 
no  special  position  ;  he  is  spoken  of  with  no  special  honour ;  in  one  place 
(  0  93)  he  is  spoken  to  by  Diomedes  with  somewhat  of  scorn.  In  the 
"  Odysseau  "  books  he  is  much  more  than  this :  he  holds  a  special  place ;  if 
he  is  not  absolutely  the  first  among  the  heroes,  at  any  rate  he  and  Diomedes 
are  bracketed  toi^ether  as  first ;  these  two  moreover  are  special  friends  and 
comrades ;  Diomedes  picks  out  Odysseus  as  his  special  companion  in  the 
Doloneia,  in  a  part  which,  in  our  present  arrangement,  stands  later  than  his 
scornful  speech  to  him.  He  has  in  the  Odyssean  books  a  special  epithet, 
T-Xij/iwi',  which  is  not  given  to  him  in  the  Achilleid,  and  which  seems  to 
point  to  his  labours  in  the  Odyssey.  Twice  in  these  books  he  speaks  of 
himself  as  "  the  father  of  Telemachos,"  a  formula  which  is  nowhere  else  used 
of  any  father  or  any  son  throughout  the  poems,  a  formula  which  has  no 
meaning  within  the  range  of  either  Achilleid  or  Iliad,  but  which  has  a  very 
special  meaning  when  we  think  of  the  Odyssey.  With  regard  to  these  last 
two  points,  the  description  of  Odysseus  as  tXtj^kov  and  as  the  father  of 
Telemachos,  I  remember  being  struck  with  them  years  ago,  and  I  remember 
that  the  thought  flashed  across  my  mind — though  certainly  not  to  stay  there — 
whether,  after  all,  the  Odyssey  might  not  be  older  than  the  Iliad.  This  is 
a  specimen  of  Mr.  Geddes'  style  of  argument.  Of  course  he  maintains  his 
position  with  great  minuteness  and  with  an  abundant  quotation  of  passages. 
I  do  not  say  that  he  cannot  be  answered  ;  I  can  even  myself  see  the  germs  of 

utterly  repugnant  both  to  modern  and  to  later  Hellenic  feeling.  And  this  fact 
is  hardly  met  by  saying  that  no  one  else  in  either  poem  had  given  so  great 
provocation.  For  the  position  is  that,  as  no  modern  European  would,  under  any 
provocation,  treat  any  one  as  Melanthios  was  treated,  so  neither  would  any 
democratic  Athenian  have  done  so.  The  other  case  is  that  strange  passage  in  the 
tirst  book  of  the  Odyssey  (260)  which  implies  the  possible  use  of  poisoned  arrows, 
though  it  also  implies  that  it  was  an  ungodly  practice.  Odysseus  is  described  as 
seeking  for  such  poison.  A  scrupulous  friend  refuses  to  give  it  him  out  of  fear 
of  the  gods ;  but  another  friend  gives  it  him  out  of  extreme  friendship.  This 
comes  in  a  fictitious  tale,  not  in  the  main  body  of  the  poem  ;  still  such  a  tale  is 
just  as  good  for  a  point  of  manners  as  the  main  body.  Yet  there  is  no  reference 
to  poisoned  arrows  anywhere  else  in  either  poem. 
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an  answer  ;*  I  only  say  that  his  arguments  are  in  themselves  weighty,  and 
that  they  are  entitled  to  be  answered  and  not  to  be  tossed  aside. 

Take  another  point,  not  altogether  unconnected  with  this  last.  Odysseus 
is  pre-eminently  the  traveller,  the  man  who  has  seen  many  men  and  many 
cities.  It  is  in  the  nature  of  things  that  a  poem  which  records  his 
adventures  should  show  greater  geographical  knowledge  than  a  poem  which 
records  the  wrath  of  Achilleus  beneath  the  walls  of  Ilios.  This  answer 
is  given  by  the  defenders  of  unity  of  authorship  when  the  Chorizontes 
bring  forward  the  wider  geographical  range  of  the  Odyssey  as  a  sign  of  its 
separate  authorship  and  later  data  And  as  regards  the  Odyssey,  the  answer 
seems  quite  complete.  But  what  if  it  can  be  shown  that  it  is  only  part  of 
the  present  Iliad  which  can  be  pressed  into  the  service  of  this  argument, 
and  that  another  part  dis[)lays  the  same  wide  geographical  range  as  the 
Odyssey  ?  The  Achilleid,  Mr.  Geddes  argues,  shows  a  much  less  wide 
rauge  of  knowledge  to  the  south  and  east ;  it  knows  nothing  of  Egypt, 
nothing  directly  of  Sidon ;  Cyprus  seems  to  be  its  furthest  point.  But 
Sidon  and  Egypt  are  known  to  the  poet  of  the  Odyssean  books  of  the  Ilia  1 
as  well  as  to  the  poet  of  the  Odyssey.  On  the  other  hand,  the  poet  of  the 
Achilleid  shows  a  greater  knowledge  of  Northern  Greece  and  of  the  countries 
to  the  north  of  it.  This  is  a  fact  which  will  connect  itself  with  another  stage 
of  the  argument.  The  Odyssean  poet  again  shows  a  feeling  of  the  diversities 
of  tongues  and  nations,  and  an  approach  to  a  feeling  of  Panhellenic  nation- 
ality, of  which  there  is  no  sign  in  the  Achilleid.  Phrases  like  ^apj3ap6(f)(o- 
voi,  dypi,6(f)<ji)voi,  oKXodpooi  avBpunroi,  distinct  references  to  differences  of 
language,  phrases  like  HavtWi^ves  and  Ylavaxatoi,  a  wider  use  of  the  word 
'EXXa's,  are  common  to  the  Odyssey  and  the  Odyssean  books,  but  are 
unknown  to  the  Achilleid.f 

Mr.  Geddes  goes  on  most  elaborately  with  notices  of  religion,  manners, 
customs,  minute  points  of  various  kinds,  everywhere  following  the  same 
argument,  sometimes,  I  must  think,  over-refining,  but  heaping  together,  I 
must  also  think,  a  great  deal  which  tells  strongly  in  favour  of  his  theory. 
Sometimes  Mr.  Geddes  makes  use  of  Colonel  Mure's  arguments  in  a  very 
ingenious  way.     Colonel  Mure  enlarges  on  the  frequent  references  in  Homer 

*  For  example,  if  Odysseus  is  not  called  T\-fifj.wy  in  the  Achilleid,  he  is  called 
by  his  favourite  Odyssean  epithet  iro\vr\as  S7os  'OSvcrcrevs  in  an  Achillean  book. 
And  this  comes  in  the  very  passage  (0  97),  where  Diomedes  speaks  scornfully  to 
Odysseus.  Also  there  does  seem  to  be  in  the  Doloneia  (K  294)  a  direct  reference 
to  that  passage.  When  Diomedes  has  chosen  Odysseus  as  his  comrade,  with 
expressions  of  the  loftiest  praise,  Odysseus  answers  : 

TvSelSr},  /ti^r'  &p  ^e  fxa.\'  aiyee,  fi7]T  e   Tt    v  €  i  k  e  i. 

Also  in  the  next  Achillean  book  (A  312,  et  seqq.),  no  less  than  ip  the  Doloneia, 
Diomedes  and  Odysseus  appear  as  comrades,  notwithstanding  that  little  brush 
between  them.  This  seems  to  upset  the  inference  which  Mr.  Geddes  draws  from 
the  particular  passage  0  93 ;  but  it  does  not  touch  his  general  fact  that  Odysseus 
is  much  more  important,  and  that  his  comradeship  with  Diomedes  is  much  more 
prominent,  in  the  Odyssean  than  in  the  Achillean  books. 

+  Except  the  one  use  of  Uauaxaioi  in  Iliad  T  193,  which  can  hardly  fail  to  be 
an  Odyssean  insertion. 
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to  tlie  outward  expressions  of  grief  as  having  in  them  a  certain  element  cf 
pleasure,  so  much  so  that,  as  with  other  i)lcasureH,  so  with  the  ex[;rcsHioii  of 
grief,  tliere  may  be  enough  and  too  much  of  a  good  thing.  Colonel  Mure 
also  enlarges  on  the  sense  of  humour  in  the  Homeric  jioems.  Mr.  Geddes 
argues  that  the  former  class  of  passages  belong  wlioUy,  and  the  humorous 
])assages  mainly,  to  the  Odysscan  books.  Thehumour  of  tlieAchilleid,  when 
there  is  any,  is  somewhat  grim  and  savage.  He  does  not  forget  to  mention 
the  tale  of  Ares  and  Aphrodite  in  the  lay  of  Deinodokos.  He  does  not 
mention  the  scene  between  Zeus  and  Here  in  an  Achillean  book.  This  last 
Colonel  Mure  looked  on  as  a  piece  of  intentional  satire  on  the  national 
theology.*  Such  an  object  is  surely  quite  alien  to  the  mental  state  of  a 
primitive  poet.  To  a  modern  reader  there  certainly  seems  a  ludicrous 
element  in  the  tale  ;  it  may  be  doubted  whether  the  poet  himself  saw  any- 
thing ludicrous  in  it  at  all. 

Along  with  humour,  Mr.  Geddes  claims  pathos,  and  specially  conju.:zal 
honour  and  affection,  as  belonging  specially  to  the  Odyssean  range  of  the 
poems.  Certainly  the  noblest  specimens  of  both  are  to  be  found  there. 
The  conception  of  Hektor  and  Andromache  is  the  exact  parallel  to  the 
conception  of  Odysseus  and  Penelopeia,  and  the  very  same  words  are  some- 
times applied  to  both  heroines.  Andromache  does  appear,  and  that  with  a 
pathetic  lament  over  her  fallen  husband,  in  the  Achillean  twenty-second 
book  ;  but  that  lament  will  hardly  bear  comparison  with  her  later  lament 
in  the  Odyssean  twenty-fourth  book.  This  point  I  think  is  not  mentioned 
by  Mr.  Geddes ;  but  it  might  well  form  part  of  his  argument.  The 
Teichoskopia,  with  the  picture  of  Helen,  the  speech  of  Helen  to  Hektor  in 
the  sixth  book,  her  lament  over  him  which  all  but  finishes  the  Hiad,  all  are 
Odyssean,  and  all  fit  in  with  the  picture  of  Helen  in  the  Odyssey,  while 
their  tone  is  quite  different  from  the  occasional  mention  of  her  in  the 
Achillean  books.  Odyssean  also  is  the  most  pathetic  scene  of  all,  the  visit 
of  Priam  to  Achilleus  in  the  last  bjok.  Nor  is  it  any  answer  to  say  that 
in  the  books  of  the  Achilleid,  as  being  mainly  taken  up  with  fighting,  such 
scenes  were  not  to  be  looked  lor,  while  they  were  to  be  looked  for  in  the  other 
books  which  are  of  a  more  general  character.  For  this  is  the  very  point, 
that  this  difference  of  character  does  distinguish  certain  books  of  the  present 
Iliad  from  the  others,  and  that  this  distinction  coincides  with  a  division 
already  made  on  quite  different  grounds.  The  one  poet  keejis  on  his  fight- 
ing scenes  without  interruption  ;  the  other  interrupts  his  fisthting  to  briu^;  in 
pathetic  scenes  with  Helen  and  Andromache.  It  would  have  been  just  as 
easy,  if  tho  poet  had  so  willed,  to  diversify  the  later  fighting  with  episodes 
of  this  kind,  as  it  was  to  diversify  the  earlier  fighting  in  the  same  way. 

The  scenes  with  Helen  and  Andromache  naturally  lead  to  Mr.  Geddes' 
estimate  of  Hektor,  or  rather,  in  his  view,  to  his  estimate  of  two  quite 
distinct  Hektors  iu  the  Achillean  and  in  the  Odyssean  books.  This  is  in 
one  way  the  most  interesting  of  all  the  points  whicli  Mr.  Geddes  has 
raised,  because  it  is  the  one  point,  as  far  as  I  know,  on  which  Mr.  Geddes 
has  been  met  by  a  disputant  who  deals  with  him  as  he  ought  to  be  dealt 

*  History  of  Greek  Literature,  i.  988. 
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with.  Mr.  Gladstone's  article  in  the  Nineteenth  Century  for  October  1878, 
bearing  the  strange  title  of  "  The  Slicing  of  Hector,"  is,  on  a  single  point, 
exactly  the  kind  of  answer  which  I  should  like  to  see  made  on  every 
point.  Mr.  Gladstone  does  not  snub  or  pooh-pooh  Mr.  Geddes.  He 
meets  him  as  he  should  be  met,  and  argues  point  after  point  in  the  same 
thorough  and  business-like  way  in  which  Mr.  Geddes  himself  argues. 
Whether  we  think  that  the  statesman  or  the  professor  has  the  better  of  it, 
in  either  case  each  of  them  has  taught  us  something  about  the  Homeric 
poems  and  the  actors  in  them  which  we  did  not  know  before.  But  it 
must  be  remembered  that,  even  if  Mr.  Gladstone  is  held  to  have  altogether 
overthrown  Mr.  Geddes  on  this  particular  point,  though  our  confidence  in 
Mr.  Geddes  may  be  thereby  to  some  extent  weakened,  yet  his  general 
theory  is  not  upset  by  the  upsetting  of  any  one  single  argument,  however 
important.  If  Mr.  Gladstone  can  show  that  there  is  no  difference 
between  the  Hektor  of  one  set  of  books  and  the  Hektor  of  the  other 
set  of  books,  or  if  he  can  account  for  the  difference  on  some  other  theory 
than  that  of  diversity  of  authorship,  Mr.  Geddes  may  still  make  out  his 
case  by  other  instances.  It  is  no  part  of  his  case  that  the  two  parts  of  the 
present  Iliad  are  unlike^in  everything  ;  he  only  argues  that  they  are  unlike 
in  enough  things  to  confirm  the  doctrine  of  distinct  authorship  which  had 
been  already  suggested  on  other  grounds.  As  the  establishment  of ^ one 
point  of  unlikeness  would  not  make  out  Mr.  Geddes'  case,  so  neither  does 
the  overthrow  of  one  point  of  unlikeness  upset  his  case.  If  Mr.  Geddes' 
case  is  to  be  upset,  it  will  be  by  Mr.  Gladstone  or  some  other  scholar  going 
on  to  deal  with  other  points  in  the  same  way  in  which  Mr.  Gladstone  has 
dealt  with  the  "  Slicing  of  Hector." 

This  of  course  goes  on  the  assumption  that  Mr.  Gladstone  has  success- 
fully answered  Mr.  Geddes  on  this  particular  point.  The  line!^'which  I  am 
taking  throughout  this  article  releases  me  from  any  necessity  of  giving  any 
positive  opinion  whether  he  has  done  so  or  not.  In  some  of  its  stages  the 
controversy  comes  to  a  dispute  over  minute  points,  which  looks  as  it 
might  go  on  for  ever  between  two  disputants  who  have  such  a  wonderful 
power  of  refining,  and  who  pry  so  diligently  into  every  corner,  as  both  Mr. 
Gladstone  and  Mr.  Geddes.  But  Mr.  Gladstone  does  allow  the  main  point, 
namely,  that  the  braggart  character  of  Hektor  comes  out,  to  say  the  least, 
far  more  strongly  in  the  Achillean  than  in  the  Odyssean  books  of  the  Iliad. 
Only  he  thinks  that  this  is  accounted  for  by  the  different  circumstances 
of  the  two  parts  of  the  poem.  The  one  part  is  all  fighting,  tlie  other  is  not. 
But  then  comes  in  again  the  question  which  was  asked  just  before.  Why 
are  the  Achillean  books  so  much  fuller  of  fighting  than  the  others  ? 

One  more  point  only  must  I  mention,  namely,  Mr.  Geddes'  view  as  to 
the  signs  of  personal  authorship  and  as  to  the  parts  of  Greece  to  which  the 
poems  severally  belong.  I  cimnot  here  follow  Mr.  Geddes  through  a 
crowd  of  minute  points  of  comparison  by  which  he  strives  to  establish 
a  difference  in  taste  and  feeling  between  the  supposed  two  authors,  a 
difference  going  down  to  such  points  as  that  one  poet  is  held  to  be  fonder 
of  horses  and  the  other  of  dogs.     All  this  is  very  ingenious  ;    it  often 
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comes  very  near  to  being  convincing ;  and  if  it  seems  over  minute,  we 
must  remember  that  it  is  only  by  going  through  such  a  crowd  of  minute 
details  that  a  distinction  in  such  matters  can  be  either  made  good  or  set 
aside.  But  most  important  of  all  are  the  geographical  indications.  These 
lead  Mr,  Geddes  to  the  belief  that  the  author  of  the  original  Achilleid  was 
a  Thessalian  jwet,  devoted  to  the  honour  of  Achilleus,  who  may,  in  a  wide 
sense  of  the  term,  be  called  a  Thessalian  hero.  The  Odyssey  and  the 
Odyssean  books  of  the  present  Iliad  he  looks  on  as  the  work  of  an 
Asiatic  Greek.  He  must  have  been,  as  Mr.  Geddes  happily  shows,  one 
who  was  used  to  have  the  sea  to  the  west  of  him.  Could  he  then  come 
from  Western  Greece,  perhaps  from  IthakS  itself?  For  my  own  part  I 
must  risk  the  doubt  whether  the  poet  of  the  Odyssey  knew  much  about 
those  parts.  Ever  since  I  looked  on  Ithake  from  the  east,  and  saw  the 
mountains  of  Kephallenia  rising  above  it  to  the  west,  I  have  been 
troubled  about  the  passage  where  Ithake  is  said  to  lie  irpos  (6(f)ov  of  all  the 
islands.  It  is  as  if  a  Scottish  poet  should  say  that  Bute  lies  to  the 
south-west  of  Arran.  A  poet  from  Aberdeen  might  say  so,  but  hardly 
one  from  Argyle.  Mr.  Gladstone  has  a  most  ingenious  explanation ;  but 
the  points  of  the  compass  will  not  change  their  places  at  the  bidding  of 
either  of  our  rival  party  leaders.  As  the  northern  districts  of  Somerset 
and  of  Roumelia  remain  geographically  northern,  though  Lord  Beacons- 
field  has  ruled  that  in  formal  language  they  shall  be  called  eastern, 
so  C6(j>os  will  certainly  remain  in  the  west,  even  though  Mr.  Gladstone  has 
determined  to  move  it  elsewhere.  On  the  other  hand,  a  crowd  of  signs 
connect  our  Odyssean  poet  with  the  Greek  coast  of  Asia.  And  then 
comes  in  the  fact  that  the  great  mass  of  Greek  tradition  tends  to  place  the 
personal  Homer,  not  in  Thessaly,  but  in  Asiatic  Greece.  Mr.  Geddes 
thence  argues  that,  of  our  two  poets,  Thessalian  and  Asiatic,  Homer  is 
the  Asiatic  and  not  the  Thessalian.  In  other  words,  startling  as  it  sounds 
Homer  composed  the  Odyssey;  he  also  took  the  Achilleid  of  an  earlier 
poet  and  turned  it  into  an  Iliad  by  the  insertion  of  the  Achillean  books. 
There  was  in  short  no  need  of  a  Peisistratos  for  the  Odyssey ;  for  the  Iliad 
the  part  of  something  like  a  Peisistratos  was  p'ayed  b}'  Homer  himself. 

Such  then  is  a  sketch  of  Mr.  Geddes'  theory  ;  such  are  some  of  the 
main  arguments  by  which  he  supports  so  bold  and  startling  a  doctrine. 
But  no  one  can  form  any  idea  of  Mr.  Geddes'  painstaking  care,  of  his  wonder- 
ful ingenuity — an  ingenuity  which,  I  must  say,  is  now  and  then  too  clever 
by  half — without  following  him  through  his  own  story  in  his  own  pages.  I 
ask  no  one  to  accept  Mr.  Geddes'  theory  without  fall  examination.  I  do 
not  even  bind  myself  to  it  till  I  know  what  is  to  be  said  on  the  other  side. 
But  I  do  call  on  those  who  do  not  accept  it  to  stand  forward  and  strive  to 
answer  it  in  the  same  spirit  and  by  the  same  method  by  which  Mr 
Gladstone  has  striven  to  answer  a  part  of  it.  Mr.  Geddes  may  or  may  not 
have  proved  his  case  ;  but  he  has  found  quite  enough  to  say  on  behalf  of 
his  case  to  entitle  his  views  to  be  fairly  answered,  and  not  to  be  carelessly 
thrust  aside. 
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THE  HISTOKIANS  OF  ATHENS.* 

It  is  indeed  a  wonderful  thought,  that  Herodotus  and 
Thucydides  were  contemporary  writers,  perhaps  not  so  widely 
removed  in  age  as  is  commonly  the  case  between  father  and 
son.  As  Colonel  Mure  remarks,  an  interval  of  centuries 
Avould  seem  to  have  passed  away  between  them.  The  question 
of  their  comparative  merit  can  hardly  arise  ;  the  two  writers 
are  wholly  different  in  kind.  It  would  be  as  easy  to  compare 
an  old  Greek,  a  writer  of  the  middle  ages,  and  a  writer  of  our 
own  time.  Herodotus  is  a  Greek  of  the  fifth  century  before 
Christ.  His  archaic  tastes  indeed  make  him  rather  a  Greek 
of  a  century  earlier.  Xenophon  is  a  Greek  of  the  following 
age,  a  far  less  favourable  specimen  of  his  age  than  Herodotus 
is  of  his.  But  Thucydides  belongs  to  no  age  or  country  ;  he 
is  the  historian  of  our  common  humanity,  the  teacher  of 
abstract  political  wisdom.  Herodotus  is  hardly  a  political 
writer  at  all ;  the  few  political  comments  which  he  makes 
are  indeed  always  true  and  generous  ;  but  they  are  put  forth 
with  an  amiable  simplicity  which  comes  near  to  the  nature  of 
a  truism.  When  he  infers  from  the  growth  of  Athens  after 
she  had  driven  out  her  Tyrants  that  '  freedom  is  a  worthy 
thinf,'t  the  comment  reads  like  the  remark  of  an  intelligent 

*  [This  is  part  of  an  article  which  was  originally  headed  'Colonel  Mure 
and  the  Attic  Historians.'  I  have  changed  the  title,  because  Herodotus, 
though  not  an  *  Attic  Historian,'  may  be  fairly  called  a  '  Historian  of 
Athens.'  I  have  also  left  out  all  the  minute  criticisms  on  Colonel  Mure's 
book,  and  I  have  worked  in  some  matter  which  at  first  formed  part  of  the 
next  Essay,  but  which  seemed  more  in  place  here.] 
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child,  or  like  the  reflexion  of  an  Oriental  awakening  to  the 
realities  of  European  life.     Xenophon  writes  from  the  worst 
inspiration  of  local  and  temporary  party-spirit.     He  writes 
history,  not  to  record  facts  or  to  deduce  lessons,  but,  at  what- 
ever cost  of  truth  and  fairness,  to  set  up  Agesilaos  and  to  run 
down  the  Thebans.     But  Thucydides,  living  at  a  time  when 
the  political  life  of  man  had  as  yet  hardly  been  spread  over 
two  ages,  seems  to  have  drawn  from  that  short  time  the  lessons 
of  whole  millenniums.     From   the  narrow  field  which  lay 
before  his  eyes  he  could  draw  a  political  teaching  which  should 
apply  to  every  age,  race,  and  country.    There  is  hardly  a  pro- 
blem in  the  science  of  government  which  the  statesman  will 
not  find,  if  not  solved,  at  any  rate  handled,  in  the  pages  of  this 
universal  master.     The  political  experience  of  Thucydides 
could  have  set  before  him  only  two  sets  of  phsenomena — the  ■ 
small  city-commonwealth  and  the  vast  barbaric  kingdom. 
But  we  feel  that  he  would  have  been  equally  at  home  under 
any  other  state  of  things.     If  we  could  think  of  Herodotus 
or  Xenophon  as  suddenly  set  down  in  the  feudal  France  or 
Germany  of  a  past  age,  in  the  constitutional  England  or  the 
federal  America  of  our  own  time,  everything  would  doubtless 
bear  in  their  eyes  the  air  of  an  insoluble  problem.     But  we 
can   imagine  that  Thucydides  would  at  once   behold  real 
analogy  through  seeming  unlikeness,  and  would  see  that 
phsenomena  so  unlike  anything  within  his  own  experience 
were  merely  fresh  instances  of  the  general  principles  which 
he   had  learned  from  another  state   of   things.     Xo    truth 
seems  harder  for  men  to  receive  than  the  doctrine  that  his- 
tory is  really  one  whole  ;  that  'ancient,'  'modern,'  'mediaeval,' 
mark   convenient  halting-places  and   nothing  more ;    that 
man's  political  nature  is  essentially  the  same  under  every 
change  of  outward  circumstances.     But  there  is  no  witness 
which  more  overwhelmingly  confirms  its  truth  than  the  fact 
that  the  political  wisdom  of  all  ages  was  thus  forestalled 
by  the  citizen  of  a   small    commonwealth    living  twenty- 
three  centuries  ago. 
Xeither  Herodotus  nor  Thucydides  were  men  of  their  own 
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age.  The  mind  of  Herodotus  clearly  lived  in  past  times. 
The  stern  truth  of  chronology  tells  us  that  he  was  contem- 
porary with  Perikles,  perhaps  with  Alkibiades.  But  no  one 
thinks  of  the  fact  while  reading  his  enchanting  chronicle. 
While  so  engaged,  we  fully  believe  him  to  have  been  an  eye- 
witness of  Marathon  and  Salamis.  We  are  indeed  hardly 
clear  whether  he  may  not  have  stood  by  at  the  return  of 
Peisistratos,  or  even  have  been  an  unseen  looker-on  in  the 
sleeping-chamber  of  Kandaules.  Nothing  connects  him 
with  his  own  age,  except  a  few  brief,  sparing,  sometimes 
doubtful,  references  to  events  later  than  his  main  subject. 
The  genial  traveller  of  Halikarnassos  loved  to  gather  together, 
to  set  in  dramatic  order,  to  garnish  here  and  there  with  re- 
ligious or  moral  sentiment,  the  antiquities  and  legends  of 
every  age  and  country  except  the  Greece  of  the  Peloponnesian 
War.  His  own  age,  we  may  believe,  he  tried  to  forget — a 
more  dignified  form  of  love  for  the  past  than  that  which 
shows  itself  in  querulous  longings  after  what  is  gone  and 
petulant  sarcasms  upon  what  is  present.  Herodotus  is  the 
liberal,  well-informed,  antiquary  and  scholar,  who  lives  out 
of  his  own  age ;  he  is  not  the  disappointed  politician,  who 
lives  in  it  only  to  carp  at  everything  around  or  beyond  him. 
In  Xenophon,  on  the  other  hand,  notwithstanding  much 
that  is  personally  attractive  and  estimable,  we  see,  as  a  po- 
litical writer,  only  the  man  of  a  particular  time  and  place 
in  the  smallest  and  most  malignant  form  of  that  character. 
Herodotus  lived  in  the  past,  Thucydides  lived  for  the  future  ; 
Xenophon  reflects  only  the  petty  passions  of  the  moment. 
He  writes  not  like  a  historian,  whether  antiquarian  or  po- 
litical, but  like  a  petulant  journalist  who  has  to  decry  the 
troublesome  greatness  of  an  opposite  party.  Yet  even  his 
writings  may  indirectly  lead  us  to  the  same  lesson  as  those  of 
Thucydides.  One  teaches  us  that  much  of  our  modern  wis- 
dom might  be  reached  by  a  powerful  mind  while  human 
thought  was  yet  in  its  infancy.  The  other  shows  that,  if  old 
Greece  could  forestall  modern  political  science,  it  could  also 
forestall   the   pettiest   forms  of    modern    political   rivalry. 
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Thiicydides,  without  Xonophon,  might  make  us  place  the 
ideal  Greek  historian  at  a  superhuman  height  above  us. 
Xenophon,  without  Thucydidos,  might  lead  us  to  drag  Jiim 
down  to  the  level  of  a  very  inferior  modern  pamphletec.'r. 
But  the  two  together  teach  the  same  lesson,  the  lesson  that 
man  is  essentially  the  same  everywhere,  that  an  old  Greek 
was  a  being  of  like  passions  with  a  modern  Englishman, 
that  each  could  show,  in  the  shapes  belonging  to  their  several 
ages,  alike  the  highest  and  the  lowest  phases  of  our  common 
nature. 

In  fact,  no  one  can  thoroughly  know  what  Thucydides  is, 
if  he  does  not  make  use  of  Xenophon  as  a  foil.  Without  com- 
paring the  two,  we  might  be  led  to  think  that  Thucydidean 
dignity  and  impartiality  was  an  easy,  commonplace,  quality 
which  did  not  entitle  its  possessor  to  any  special  honour. 
When  we  turn  to  the  Hellenics,  we  at  once  see  how  great 
were  the  temptations  to  a  contrary  course  which  surrounded 
a  Greek  who  wrote  the  history  of  his  own  time.  How  many 
opportunities  must  Thucydides  have  had,  how  many  must 
he  have  cast  aside,  for  colouring,  omitting,  exaggerating. 
How  easy  was  it  to  pass  by  the  good  or  the  bad  deeds  of 
one  or  the  other  party.  How  hard  a  task  to  keep  the  bitter 
revengeful  spirit  of  the  exile  from  showing  itself  in  every 
page.  Thucydides,  after  all,  was  a  man  and  a  Greek,  an 
Athenian  of  oligarchic  tendencies  banished  under  the 
democracy.  The  wonderful  thing  is  that  such  a  position 
did  not  warp  his  statements  in  every  page.  Yet  all  that 
has  ever  been  alleged  against  him  is  that  once,  or  at  most 
twice,  in  his  history  he  has  shown  that  he  could  not  deal 
with  perfect  fairness  between  himself  and  a  bitter  personal 
and  political  enemy.  That  Thucydides  does  bear  hard 
upon  Kleon  and  (upon  Hyperbolos)  is  to  our  mind  perfectly 
clear.  His  way  of  speaking  of  them  is  all  the  more  marked 
from  its  standing  out  in  such  utter  contrast  to  his  way  of 
speaking  of  people  in  general.  Nothing  is  more  striking 
throughout  his  history  than  the  way  in  which  he  commonly 
abstains  from  direct  censure  of  any  one.     Yet   he   never 
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brings  in  Kleon's  name  without  some  unfavourable  insinua- 
tion or  some  expression  of  disparagement.  We  may  freely 
allow  that  for  once  the  impartiality  of  Thucydides  failed 
him.  But,  even  when  it  did  so,  we  have  no  reason  to  doubt 
the  thorough  honesty  of  his  narrative.  It  bears  about  it 
in  fact  one  most  convincing  proof  of  honesty  ;  the  story,  as 
he  tells  it,  does  not  bear  out  the  epithets  which  he  applies 
to  the  actors  in  it.  But,  after  all,  what  does  the  utmost 
that  can  be  made  out  against  him  amount  to?  That  he 
once  pronounces  a  judgement  which  his  own  narrative  does 
not  bear  out :  in  short  that,  though  he  never  ceased  to  be  a 
truthful  witness,  he  had  not  reached  that  more  than  human 
height  of  virtue  which  enables  a  man  to  be  a  perfectly  fair 
judge  in  his  own  cause.  Think  of  this  one  flaw,  and  compare 
it  with  the  moral  state  of  the  man  who  could  describe 
the  Theban  revolution  without  bringing  in  the  name  of 
Pelopidas ;  who,  when  recording  at  large  the  history  of  his 
own  times,  could  hold  forth  at  impertinent  length  on  the 
smallest  doings  of  his  Spartan  hero,  and  deliberately  leave 
out  all  mention  of  the  deliverance  of  Messenia  and  the 
foundation  of  Megalopolis.  Thucydides  himself  was  not 
absolutely  perfect ;  but  perhaps  no  other  actor  in  important 
events  ever  told  them  with  so  great  an  amount  of  impartiality. 
In  Xenophon  we  have  to  brand,  not  merely  an  unpardonable 
degree  of  weakness  and  passion,  but  sheer  want  of  common 
honesty,  a  deliberate  breach  of  the  first  moral  laws  of  the 
historian's  calling. 

But  the  greatness  of  Thucydides  is,  after  all,  of  a  some- 
what cold  and  unattractive  character.  He  does  not,  like 
many  other  writers,  draw  us  near  to  himself  personally. 
What  reader  of  Herodotus  does  not  long  for  a  talk  face  to 
face  with  the  genial  and  delightful  old  traveller,  who  had 
been  everywhere  and  had  seen  everything — who  could  tell 
you  the  founder  of  every  city  and  the  architect  of  every 
temple — who  could  recite  oracles  and  legends  from  the 
beo'inning  of  things  to  his  own  day,  and  who  could  season 
all  with  a  simple  moral  and  political  commentary,  not  the 
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less  acceptable  for  being  a  little  commonplace  ?  Wliat 
would  one  not  give  for  tlie  cliance  of  asking  why  it  was, 
after  all,  that  the  Scythians  blinded  their  slaves,  or  of 
finding  out,  in  some  unguarded  moment,  in  honour  of  what 
deity  the  Egyptians  submitted  themselves  to  the  discipline  ? 
Xenophoa  again  would  evidently  not  have  been  the  less 
agreeable  a  companion  on  account  of  his  unpatriotic  heresies 
and  his  historical  unfairness.  If  he  was  a  bitter  enemy  and 
an  unscrupulous  partizan,  his  very  faults  arose  from  carry- 
ing into  excess  the  amiable  character  of  a  zealous  friend. 
The  pupil  of  Sokrates  could  not  help  being  unfair  to  the 
government  by  which  his  master  was  condemned ;  the 
officer  of  Agesilaos  could  not  mete  out  common  justice  to 
those  pestilent  Thebans  by  whom  all  the  schemes  of 
Agesilaos  were  brought  to  nought.  But  Thucydides  awakens 
no  feelings  of  the  kind.  We  might  have  highly  esteemed 
the  privilege  of  sitting  at  his  feet  as  a  lecturer ;  but  we 
should  hardly  have  been  very  eager  for  his  company  in  our 
lighter  moments.  Genial  simplicity,  hearty  and  unconscious 
humour,  are,  after  all,  more  attractive  than  the  stern  per- 
fection of  wisdom ;  a  little  superstition  and  a  little  party- 
spirit,  if  they  render  a  man  less  admirable,  do  not  always 
make  him  less  agreeable.  Impartiality  is  a  rare  and  divine 
quality  ;  but  a  little  human  weakness  sometimes  commends 
itself  more  to  frail  mortals.  There  is  something  lofty  in  the 
position  of  a  man  who  records  the  worst  deeds  of  Athenian 
and  Lacedaemonian  alike,  as  a  simple  matter  of  business, 
without  a  word  of  concealment,  palliation,  or  rebuke  for 
either.  But  we  feel  quite  sure  that  Herodotus  would  have 
told  us  that  the  massacre  of  Plataia  and  the  massacre  of 
Melos  were  each  of  them  a  irprj'yixa  ov-^  ocnov.  We  suspect 
that  Xenophon  would  have  been  so  ashamed  of  the  evil  deed 
of  that  side  on  which  his  own  feelings  might  be  enlisted  that 
he  would  not  have  set  down  both  crimes  in  his  history.  But 
we  get  a  little  puzzled  as  to  the  moral  condition  of  the  man 
who  minutely  dissects  the  intellectual  and  political  characters 
of  Themistokles  and  Perikles  without  a  word  of  moral  praise 
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or  dispraise  of  either.  Our  perplexity  grows  when  we  find 
the  historian  recording  the  treachery  of  Paches  towards 
Hippias  without  a  word  of  comment.*  It  grows  yet  more 
when  we  find  him  honestly  recording  the  assassinations  in 
which  Antiphon  was  at  least  an  accomplice,  and  yet  pro- 
nouncing this  same  Antiphon  to  have  been  inferior  to  no 
Athenian  of  his  day — Konon  and  Thrasyboulos  among  them, 
— not  only  in  ability  but  in  virtue.f  Herodotus  would  have 
lifted  up  his  hands  in  pious  horror ;  Xenophon  would  either 
have  shirked  so  unpleasant  a  subject,  or  would  at  least  have 
found  out  some  ingenious  sophism  to  cloak  the  crime. 
Then  again,  human  nature  craves  for  something  like  religion, 
and  it  does  not  always  kick  at  a  little  superstition.  We  do 
not  think  the  worse  of  Herodotus,  Xenophon,  Pausanias,  and 
Arrian  for  believing  in  oracles,  visions,  and  the  whole  art 
and  mystery  of  divination.  It  is  perhaps  very  admirable, 
but  it  is  not  altogether  amiable,  in  Thucydides  to  have  got 
so  far  in  advance  of  his  age  as  to  make  it  pretty  certain  that 
he  believed  in  nothing  of  the  kind,  and  to  leave  it  by  no 
means  clear  whether  he  believed  in  any  Gods  at  all.  Finally, 
we  cannot  forget,  possibly  even  a  contemporary  Greek  could 
not  forget,  how  easy,  how  pleasant,  it  is  to  read  Herodotus 
and  Xenophon,  how  very  hard  it  often  is  to  read  Thucydides. 
We  admire,  but  we  cannot  bring  ourselves  to  love,  the  man 
who  has  clothed  the  words  of  wisdom  with  a  veil  so  hard  to 
uplift.  We  are  sometimes  tempted  to  prefer  a  teaching  less 
profound  in  substance,  but  more  conformable  to  the  ordinary 
laws  of  human  and  Hellenic  grammar.  There  is  no  denying 
that  a  speech  of  Thucydides  is  far  more  profitable  than  one  of 
Xenophon,  or  even  than  one  of  Herodotus.  But  there  are 
times  of  weakness  when  we  prefer  pleasure  to  profit,— the  'r]hv 
to  the  ')(p7]cnfMov, — times  when,  even  in  spite  of  the  repeated 
exhortations  of  Perikles  to  prefer  deeds  to  words,  we  still  for 
a  moment  prefer  the  aycovtcrfMa  e?  to  Trapwxprjfza  even  to  the 
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*  Thucydides  iii.  54. 

t  Time.   viii.   c.    68.      'AvTi(f>a)v,   dvfjp   ^Adrjvaia>v  rwv   iia6'  iavTov  aperj] 
vbfvos  iartpos,  x.t.X.,  wliere  see  Dr.  Arnold's  note. 
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lu  fact,  the  wonderful  way  in  wliich  Thucydides  soars 
intellectually  over  the  men  of  his  own  age,  and  indeed  of 
any  age,  while  it  makes  his  history  the  eternal  treasure- 
house  of  political  wisdom,  makes  him,  in  some  incidental 
points,  less  instructive  than  a  very  inferior  writer  might 
have  been,  as  the  immediate  chronicler  of  his  own  particular 
age.  Colonel  Mure  truly  remarks  that  the  Greek  historians 
commonly  looked  on  the  internal  politics  of  the  several 
states  as  something  which  did  not  come  within  their 
province.  A  knowledge  of  them  is  taken  for  granted  in  a 
well-informed  Greek  reader.  The  historian,  for  the  most 
part,  deals  only  with  the  cities  in  their  international — in 
what,  as  Mr.  Grote  suggests,  might  more  properly  be  called 
their  inter  political — aspect.  It  is  only  when  internal 
revolutions  bear  on  foreign  affairs  that  they  are  set  down  at 
any  length.  Thus  Thucydides  records  the  Athenian  revolu- 
tions of  the  year  41 1  in  full  detail,  because  the  part  which 
was  taken  in  them  by  the  fleet  at  Samos  brings  them  within 
the  immediate  sphere  of  his  military  narrative.  But  in  his 
Summary  he  does  not  give  a  line  to  the  constitutional 
changes  introduced  by  Aristeides,  Ephialtes,  and  Perikles, 
though  he  records  military  and  diplomatic  events  which 
were  certainly  not  of  greater  importance.  Kleon,  ISTikias, 
Alkibiades,  are  brought  in  only  when  they  begin  to  have 
an  influence  on  foreign  affairs.  Of  the  assaults  made  on 
Perikles  by  Kleon,  of  the  demagogues  who  arose  for  a  short 
space  in  the  time  between  the  death  of  the  one  and  the 
confirmed  influence  of  the  other,  Thucydides  tells  us  not  a 
word.  Still  less,  as  Colonel  Mure  observes,  does  he  tell  us 
anything  directly  as  to  the  literary,  artistic,  and  philosophic 
being  of  Athens  in  her  greatest  splendour.  We  should 
never  have  learned  from  him  that  JEschylus,  Euripides, 
Pheidias,  or  Anaxagoras  ever  lived.  From  Thucydides 
alone  we  should  never  have  found  out  that  the  Sophokles 
who  figures  as  an  admiral  in  the  Samian  war  was  at  least 
not  less  illustrious  as  the  author  of  the  ffidipus  and  the 
Electra.    Had  Thucydides  lived  to  tell  the  tale  of  Arginousais 
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we  may  well  doubt  whether  the  name  of  Sokrates  would 
have  been  found  in  his  report  of  the  great  debate  on  the 
amendment  of  Euryptolemos.  One  might  have  expected 
that  the  enemy  of  Kleon  would  have  looked  with  some 
sympathy  on  the  author  of  the  Knights ;  but  the  name  of 
Aristophanes  is  nowhere  found  in  the  history  of  the  Pelo- 
ponnesian  War.  Even  in  dealing  with  Perikles,  his  great 
artistic  works  appear  only  in  the  melancholy  position  of 
items  in  a  budget.  Even  the  pictures  of  the  heroes  of  his 
narrative  are  in  a  manner  imperfect,  because  they  appear  as 
beings  wholly  political  and  military.  We  see  in  all  his 
greatness  the  Perikles  who  guided  the  democracy  through 
the  horrors  of  war  and  pestilence.  But  we  hear  nothing  of 
the  lover  of  Aspasia,  of  the  founder  of  the  Parthenon, 
nothing  even  of  the  reformer  who  levelled  the  last  relics  of 
oligarchy,  and  placed  the  popular  tribunal  in  the  room  of 
the  venerable  Senate  on  the  hill  of  Ares. 

On  all  these  points  we  should  doubtless  have  learned 
much  more  from  either  the  earlier  or  the  later  historian. 
Had  Herodotus  deigned  to  record  the  events  of  his  own 
age,  his  very  love  of  genial  gossip  would  have  led  him  to 
tell  us  a  great  deal  on  which  Thucydides  keeps  a  dead 
silence,  and  which  we  are  driven  to  pick  up  secondhand 
from  Plutarch  and  other  inferior  writers.  Herodotus  may, 
as  Mr.  Grote  has  shown,  not  have  understood  the  full  depth 
and  meaning  of  the  democratic  changes  of  Kleisthenes. 
But  he  has  at  least  recorded  their  outward  forms,  while 
Thucydides  has  not  done  even  thus  much  by  those  further 
changes  which  brought  the  work  of  Kleisthenes  to  completion. 
We  can  hardly  fancy  that  the  antiquary  who  was  so  curious 
about  the  temples  of  the  Samian  Here  and  the  Egyptian 
Ammon  could  have  been  altogether  blind  to  the  pile  reared 
under  his  own  eye  to  Athene  of  the  Akropolis.  He  who  has 
recorded  the  innovations  made  by  Kleisthenes  of  Sikyon  in 
the  choric  ritual  of  his  own  city  could  hardly  have  listened 
unconcerned  to  the  strains  which  told  the  glories  of  Kolonos, 
or  to  those  in  which  the  overwhelming  burst  of  satire  was 


III.]  THE  HISTORIANS   OF  ATHENS.  119 

hurled  upon  the  head  of  the  devoted  Paphlagonian.  Still 
less  can  we  fancy  the  prose  narrator  of  the  fight  of  Salamis 
listening,  without  at  least  a  generous  rivalry,  to  the  tale  of 
defeat  as  told  in  the  palace  of  Susa,  or  to  the  picture  of  the 
glories  of  Persia  under  the  sway  of  that  Darius  who,  in  his 
own  tale,  seems  less  divine  and  invincible.  Thucydides 
either  cared  for  none  of  these  things,  or  he  unluckily 
thought  them  '  beneath  the  dignity  of  history.'  If  the  old 
Halikarnassian  could  but  have  been  brought  to  deal  with 
things  of  his  own  time,  we  feel  sure  that  his  less  exalted 
standard  would  have  found  room  for  an  enchanting  picture 
of  the  social  and  artistic,  as  well  as  of  the  political,  aspect 
of  Athens  in  the  days  of  her  glory. 

And  as  with  Herodotus,  so,  in  another  way,  with  Xenophon. 
The  smaller  historian  has  fittingly  allotted  to  him  the  smaller 
hero.  But  Xenophon  gives  us  a  far  more  vivid  picture  of 
Agesilaos  than  Thucydides  gives  us  of  Perikles.  In  the  one 
we  simply  admire  the  statesman,  in  the  other  we  are  brought 
into  daily  intercourse  with  the  man.  And  again  the  tendency 
to  personal  gossip  incidentally  helps  us  to  valuable  political 
knowledge.  We  doubt  whether  Thucydides  w^ould  have  en- 
lightened us  as  to  the  singular  and  discreditable  means  by 
which  Sphodrias  escaped  the  punishment  of  his  unprovoked 
and  treacherous  inroad  into  Attica.  Xenophon,  in  his  blind 
zeal  for  his  hero,  lets  us  behind  the  curtain,  and  thereby  shows 
us  what  strange  causes  might  warp  the  course  of  justice 
amid  the  secret  workings  of  an  oligarchy,  and  how  much 
personal  influence  lay  within  the  reach  of  a  King  who  kept 
hardly  a  shadow  of  constitutional  power.  Again,  while  we 
reverence  the  set  speeches  of  Thucydides  for  the  deep 
teaching  which  they  contain,  we  cannot  but  feel  that  the 
shorter  and  livelier  addresses  and  rejoinders  preserved  or 
invented  by  Xenophon  give  us  a  truer  picture  of  the  real 
tone  of  a  debate  in  a  Greek  assembly.  And  though  a 
critical  judgement  may  go  along  with  Colonel  ^lure  in 
condemning  Xenophon's  profusion  of  small  dialogue  and 
petty  personal  anecdote,  we  cannot,  at  this  distance  of  time, 
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regret  anything  which  helps  to  give  us  a  more  perfect 
picture  of  the  manner  and  tone  of  feeling  of  an  age  from 
the  hand  of  a  contemporary  and  an  actor. 

One  word  more  as  to  Thucydides'  estimate  of  Kleon. 
We  have  said  that  all  that  has  ever  been  alleged  against 
Thucydides  is,  that  he  has  allowed  personal  feelings  to  colour 
his  inferences  from  facts,  while  it  is  not  even  suggested  that 
he  has  reported  the  facts  inaccurately.  Because  we  owe  so 
much  to  Thucydides,  people  commonly  leap  to  the  conclusion 
that  his  banishment  by  the  Athenian  people  must  have  been 
unjust.  It  was  Mr.  Grote  who  dared  for  the  first  time  to 
hint  that  his  own  narrative  of  his  command  at  Amphipolis 
and  Eion  gave  no  ground  for  arraigning  the  judgement  of 
his  countrymen.  Kleon  again  was  a  personal  and  political 
enemy  of  Thucydides  ;  he  is  well  nigh  the  only  person  in 
speaking  of  whom  the  historian  deserts  his  usual  unim- 
passioned  dignity.  Mr.  Grote  was  bold  enough  to  hint  that 
the  historian's  prejudice  had  coloured,  not  indeed  his  nar- 
rative, but  his  commentary  ;  and  that  his  own  statement  of 
the  case  did  not  fully  bear  out  his  unfavourable  judgement. 
Mr.  Grote's  case  was  that,  when  Amphipolis  was  threatened, 
the  Athenian  commander  ought  to  have  been  nowhere  but 
at  Amphipolis ;  least  of  all  should  he  have  been  at  Thasos, 
which  the  land  force  of  Brasidas  did  not  and  could  not 
threaten.  He  is  at  the  very  least  called  on  to  show  cause 
why  he  was  anywhere  else,  and  such  cause  he  nowhere 
attempts  to  show.  Colonel  Mure  went  a  step  further 
than  j\Ir.  Grote,  and  hinted  very  broadly  what  the  real 
cause  was.  Thucydides,  as  he  himself  tells  us,  was  a  mining 
proprietor  in  that  part  of  the  world.  Colonel  Mure  ventures 
to  say, 

'May  not  this  very  fact,  bis  extensive  interest  as  a  proprietor  in  that 
extremity  of  bis  province,  furnish  an  explanation  of  bis  preference  of 
Tbasus  to  Amphipolis  or  Eion  as  his  head-quarter?  The  centre  of  the 
Tbraciau  mining  district,  where  his  own  possessions  were  situated,  was 
ycaptesyle,  on  the  coast  immediately  opposite  Thasus ;  and  the  principal 
town  and  port  of  that  island  was  also  the  chief  emporium  of  the  mineral 
trade  of  Thrace.      In  the  absence,  therefore,  of  all  other  apparent  motive 
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for  his  boiiig  stationary  in  tlic  extrcma  *  north  of  hia  province,  while 
Brasidas  was  conquering  the  princii)al  cities  of  its  south  and  centre,  it  is 
not  very  uncliaritablu  to  sujipose  tliat  the  fault  laid  to  his  charge,  and  not 
without  reason,  was  his  having  been  more  occupied  with  his  own  alfairs 
than  with  his  ofiicial  duties,  at  a  time  when  the  latter  had  an  imperative 
claim  on  his  undivided  attention.'     (p.  40.) 

Now  as  to  Kleon.  Mr.  Grote  fully  accepts  ThucydiJes' 
narrative,  both  as  to  the  scene  in  the  Assembly,  and  as  to  the 
campaign  at  Pylos.  fie  simply  thinks  that,  for  once,  persimal 
enmity  has  betrayed  Thucydides  into  a  comment  which 
his  own  statement  does  not  bear  out.  Thucydides  says 
that  a  certain  scheme  was  '  mad,'  which  his  own  narrative 
shows  to  have  been  quite  feasible.  Mr.  Grote  refuses  to 
believe  either  the  satires  of  Aristophanes  or  the  invectives 
of  Thucydides,  because  he  holds  that  the  facts,  as  reported 
by  Thucydides  himself,  do  not  justify  them.  Aristophanes 
represents  Kleon  as  stealing  away  the  well-earned  prize  from 
Demosthenes.  Certainly  no  one  would  find  this  out  from 
the  fourth  book  of  Thucydides.  Aristophanes  represents 
Kleon  as  winning  his  influence  over  the  jjeople  by  the  basest 
and  most  cringing  flattery.  Thucydides  puts  into  his  mouth 
a  speech  on  the  affair  of  Mitylene,  which  counsels  indeed  a 
wicked  line  of  policy,  but  which,  of  all  speeches  in  the  world, 
is  the  least  like  the  speech  of  a  flatterer  of  the  people.  In  fact, 
it  is  a  bitter  invective  against  the  people.     Nothing  that 

*  We  must  confess  that  we  do  not  understand  Colonel  Mure's  geography. 
How  is  Thasos  the '  extreme  north  of  his  province  '  more  than  Amphipolis  ? 
Did  Colonel  Mure  think  that  Amphipolis  lay  '  south '  of  Thasos?  He  says 
so  directly  in  the  page  before.  '  It  (Thasos)  lay  as  far  from  Amphipolis 
to  the  north,  as  the  scene  of  the  Spartan  warrior's  earliest  successes  from 
the  same  city  to  the  south.'  Now  Akanthos,  the  city  already  won  by 
Brasidas,  certainly  lies  as  nearly  as  possible  due  south  of  Amphipolis.  The 
island  of  Thasos  lies,  not  north,  but  south-east.  The  island,  as  a  whole,  is 
decidedly  south  of  Amphipolis;  the  city  of  Thasos,  in  the  extreme  north 
of  the  island,  is  very  nearly  on  the  same  parallel  as  Amphipolis,  but  still 
a  little  south  of  it. 

[I  have  since  learned  by  sad  experience  that  no  slip  of  the  pen  is  so  easy 
as  to  write  '  east '  for  '  west,' '  north '  for  '  south,'  or  the  other  way.  I  am 
inclined  to  give  Colonel  Mure  the  benefit  of  the  doubt.     1879.] 
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Demosthenes  did  say,  nothing  that  Perikles  can  have  said, 
could  outdo  the  boldness  of  the  censures  which  Kleon  passed 
on  his  own  hearers.  The  exact  amount  of  historic  reality 
which  belongs  to  the  Thucydidean  orations  is  very  doubtful, 
and  it  probably  diifers  much  in  different  cases.  But  we  may 
be  quite  sure  that  Thucydides  would  not  put  into  the  mouth 
of  Kleon  a  speech  more  austere  and  dignified  than  became 
his  character.  And  as  for  the  general  conduct  of  the  much 
reviled  demagogue,  we  may  make  an  extract  from  Colonel 
Mure  which  is  the  more  valuable  because  it  is  somewhat 
inconsistent  with  his  general  tone  about  the  matter. 

'  Another  evidtnce  of  impartiality  [on  the  part  of  Thucydides]  is  the 
circumstance,  that  while  those  authorities  represent  the  whole  career  of  the 
demagogue  as  one  unmitigated  course  of  folly  or  mischief,  Thucydides 
fives  him  credit  for  a  conduct  in  some  of  his  undertakings  not  very  easy  to 
reconcile  with  the  incapacity  displayed  in  others.  The  apparent  incon- 
sistency implies  at  least  a  disposition  to  award  him  such  merit  as  he  really 
possessed.  In  his  campaign  of  Aniphipolis,  Cleon  certainly  figures  in  a 
contemptible  light,  both  as  a  soldier  and  a  general.  But  his  other  military 
operations  are  not  represented  as  open  to  censure.  Thucydides,  indeed, 
withholds  from  him  the  merit  of  having  made  good  his  "  insane  promise  " 
to  capture  the  Spartan  garrison  of  Sphacteria.  He  describes  Demosthenes 
as  having  already  matured  his  measures  for  the  success  of  that  enterprise, 
and  as  the  director-in-chief  of  their  execution.  But  there  is  no  hint  of 
Cleon,  as  the  honorary  commander-in-chief  on  the  occasion,  having  shown 
any  want  of  capacity  or  courage.  In  the  early  part  of  his  ensuing  Thracian 
campaign,  his  operations  are  represented  not  only  as  successful,  but  as  well 
planned  and  vigorously  executed.  He  even,  on  one  important  occasion, 
outmanoeuvred  the  formidable  Brasidas,  by  whom  he  was  afterwards 
defeated ;  and,  by  a  curious  coincidence,  much  in  the  mode  in  which 
Thucydides  himself  had  been  discomfited  not  long  before  by  the  same  able 
adversary.' 

After  all,  what  is  the  accusation  against  Thucydides? 
Simply,  as  we  have  already  said,  that  though  he  has  nowhere 
misstated  facts,  he  has  in  one  instance  allowed  political  or 
personal  pique  to  warp  his  judgement.  All  honour  to  the 
contemporary  historian  against  whom  this  is  the  heaviest 
charge  !  Think  of  the  temptations,  not  merely  to  a  single 
false  judgement,  but  to  constant  misrepresentation  of  fact, 
which    beset   every   political  chronicler;    above  all,  those 
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which  must  have  besot  a  Greek  of  the  days  of  the  rehji)on- 
nesian  War.  Tliink,  in  a  word,  what  Xenophon  was — what 
Thucydides  mig;ht  have  been,  and  was  not.  We  may  well 
admit  that  Thucydides  was  prejudiced  against  Kleon,  and 
that  he  himself  failed  of  his  duty  at  Amphipolis,  without 
taking  away  one  jot  from  the  sterling  worth  of  his  immortal 
history 
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THE  ATHENIAN  DEMOCRACY.* 

A  Eidory  of  Greece.     By  Geokge  Gkote,  Esq. 
Twelve  Volumes.     London,  1846-56. 

Me.  Ueote's  great  work  is  at  last  brought  to  an  end. 
For  ten  years  his  massive  octavos  have  been  gathering  upon 
our  shelves,  and  they  have  won  for  themselves  a-  place  from 
which  it  his  hard  to  fancy  that  they  can  ever  be  dislodged. 
Few  reputations  indeed  seem  to  be  less  lasting  than  that 
which  proclaims  a  man  to  be  the  great  historian  of  times 
which  have  long  since  gone  by.  Hooke  and  Mitford  have 
passed  away  :  if  Sir  George  Lewis  is  to  be  trusted,  Niebuhr 
and  Arnold  ought  to  pass  away  after  them.  We  therefore 
cannot  positively  affirm  that  Grote  may  not  be  to  our  grand- 
chihlren  what  Mitford  is  to  ourselves.  Yet  the  thought  that 
it  may  be  so  is  one  very  hard  to  take  in.  Mr.  Grote  has 
done  so  much,  he  has  throughout  shown  so  much  real  vigour 
and  originality,  he  has  thrown  so  much  clear  and  practical 
light  upon  points  which  had  been  hitherto  misunderstood, 
that,  though  we  may  conceive  him  being  surpassed,  we  can 
hardly  conceive  him  being  wholly  forgotten. 

That  one  thoroughly  good  history  need  not  wholly  set 
aside  another  thoroughly  good  history  of  the  same  people, 

*  [The  refirence.^  to  Mr.  Giote's  book  were  so  thoroughly  interwovea 
with  the  framework  of  this  Essay  that  I  have  thought  it  better  to  leave  it, 
like  that  on  Mr.  Gladstone's  Homer,  in  its  first  shape  of  a  review.  Beside 
verbal  improvements,  I  have  only  lelt  out  or  modified  a  few  passages  of 
only  temporary  interest,  and  I  have  given  the  Essay  a  title  of  which  I 
tiii.ik  that  Mr.  Grote  would  not  have  disapproved.] 
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is  very  clearly  shown  by  the  case  of  Mr.  Grote  himself.  The 
publication  of  his  history  in  no  way  sets  aside  the  sterling 
work  of  Bishop  Thirlwall.  Each  has  its  own  use.  The 
professed  historical  student  cannot  do  without  either.  But 
there  are  doubtless  many  persons  who  have  no  special 
devotion  to  Grecian  history,  but  who  still  wish  to  study  its 
main  outlines  in  something  higher  than  a  mere  school-book. 
To  such  readers  we  should  certainly  recommend  Thirlwall 
rather  than  Grote.  The  comparative  shortness,  the  greater 
clearness  and  terseness  of  the  narrative,  the  freedom  from 
discussions  and  digressions,  all  join  to  make  it  far  better 
fitted  for  such  a  purpose.  But  for  the  political  thinker,  who 
looks  to  Grecian  history  chiefly  in  its  practical  bearing,  Mr. 
Grote's  work  is  far  better  fitted.  The  one  is  the  work  of  a 
scholar,  an  enlarged  and  practical  scholar  indeed,  but  still 
one  in  whom  the  character  of  the  scholar  is  the  primary  one. 
The  other  is  the  work  of  a  politician  and  man  of  business, 
a  London  banker,  a  Kadical  Member  of  Parliament,  whose 
devotion  to  ancient  history  and  literature  forms  the  most 
illustrious  confutation  of  the  charges  brought  against  such 
studies  as  being  useless  and  unpractical.  Till  some  one  arises 
who  can  cast  both  alike  into  the  shade,  we  trust  that  these 
two  great  writers  will  continue  to  be  honoured  side  by  side.* 
High  indeed  is  the  honour  which  each  of  them  deserves  from 
all  who  see  in  the  history  of  ancient  freedom  no  vain  and 
lifeless  inquiry  into  a  state  of  things  which  is  as  thouo-h  it 
had  never  been,  but  one  of  the  most  living  and  instructive 
pursuits  for  the  ruler  and  the  citizen.  Still,  of  the  two  we 
must  give  the  higher  place  to  the  more  zealous  and  fervent 
champion  of  the  parent  state  of  justice  and  liberty,  the  great 
Democracy  of  Athens. 

Mr.  Grote's  work  is  so  vast,  and  it  may  be  looked  at  from 

*  [At  the  risk  of  being  thought  behind  the  age,  I  must  say  that  I  do 
not  look  on  the  German  work  of  Curtius  as  throwing  either  of  them  into 
the  shade.  I  add,  by  way  of  Appendix  to  this  Essay,  some  extracts  from 
various  notices  of  the  earlier  volumes  of  Curtius  which  I  have  contributed 
to  the  Saturday  Review.] 
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so  many  diiferent  points  of  view,  that  it  will  be  better  to  try 
to  do  justice  to  one  only  of  its  many  aspects,  and  to  give  but 
a  few  words  to  the  other  parts  of  the  work.  Which  aspect  it 
is  that  we  have  chosen  we  have  perhaps  already  made  known. 
Mr.  Grrote  is,  to  our  mind,  greatest  as  the  historian  of  Athenian 
Democracy.  It  is  therefore  as  the  historian  of  Athenian 
Democracy  that  we  intend  specially  to  look  at  him.  We 
choose  this  particular  subject  at  once  from  its  intrinsic  interest, 
from  the  misrepresentations  under  which  it  has  suffered,  and 
from  the  masterly  and  original  manner  in  which  it  has  been 
dealt  with  by  Mr  Grote.  The  common  misrepresentations  of 
the  Athenian  Democracy  have  to  a  great  extent  arisen  from 
sheer  ignorance  of  its  real  nature,  combined  with  a  prejudice 
against  democratic  government  in  general.  But  there  is  no 
doubt  that,  in  popular  conception  also,  the  literary  glory  of 
Athens  has  been  allowed  to  overshadow  her  political  greatness. 
Now,  in  truth,  the  pre-eminence  of  Athens  in  literature,  phi- 
losophy and  art,  was  simply  the  natural  result  of  her  pre- 
eminence in  freedom  and  good  government.  We  have  now 
to  speak,  not  of  the  result,  but  of  the  cause,  and  of  the  cause 
more  specially  as  dealt  with  by  Mr.  Grote.  After  some  short 
general  criticisms  on  his  work  as  a  whole,  we  shall  go  on 
to  examine  his  conception  of  the  origin,  the  greatness,  and 
the  fall  of  the  most  illustrious  of  commonwealths. 

In  point  of  mere  style,  Mr.  Grote  is  not  specially  pleasing ; 
but  either  he  improves  by  practice  as  he  goes  on,  or  else  his 
readers  become  reconciled  to  his  manner.  Certainly,  from 
one  cause  or  the  other,  we  think  him  a  better  writer  now 
than  we  did  ten  years  ago.  His  style  is  diffuse  and  heavy ; 
it  often  lacks  both  dignity  and  simplicity.  In  his  anxiety 
to  make  his  meaning  plain  from  all  points  of  view,  he  is 
like  Macaulay.  But  nothing  can  be  more  unlike  than  the 
means  by  which  the  two  historians  go  about  to  compass  this 
praiseworthy  end.  Instead  of  epigrammatic  sentences  and 
brilliant  antitheses,  it  is  by  dint  of  ponderous  and  paren- 
thetical repetitions  that  Mr.  Grote  seeks  to  hinder  any  scrap 
of  his  meaning  from  escaping  the  reader.    Yet  his  style  is  not 
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unpleasiiig  when  one  is  used  to  it,  and  it  gives  a  favourable 
impression  of  Mr.  Grote  as  a  man.  Writers  who  are  clearly 
artificial,  like  G-ibbon  and  Macaulay,  we  admire,  but  at  the 
same  time  we  rather  distrust  them.  But  the  noble  simplicity 
of  Arnold  was  clearly  not  more  natural  to  him  than  a  wholly 
different  style  of  writing  is  to  Mr.  Grote.  We  feel  quite  sure 
with  both  of  them,  while  we  do  not  feel  quite  sure  with 
Gibbon  and  Macaulay,  that  neither  of  them  ever  sacrificed  a 
single  atom  of  truth  to  improve  the  turn  of  a  period  or  to 
sharpen  the  poignancy  of  an  ej)ithet. 

Mr.  Grote  indeed  strikes  us  as  an  eminently  conscientious 
writer.  He  is  an  avowed  partizan,  therein  differing  from 
the  more  than  judicial  coldness  which  Dr.  Thirlwall  shows 
through  a  large  part  of  his  work.  His  partizanship  is 
moreover  tinged  with  a  certain  love  of  paradox.  It  is  a 
real  delight  to  him  to  differ  from  every  earlier  writer. 
But  both  partizanship  and  love  of  paradox  are  kept  within 
bounds,  not  only  by  scrupulous  honesty,  but  by  the  calm 
and  dignified  tone  which  runs  through  the  whole  work. 
Mr.  Grote's  political  views  colour  his  judgements,  but  they 
in  no  way  colour  his  statements.  He  always  argues,  and 
never  assumes  or  insinuates.  He  always  fully  and  fairly  sets 
forth  the  whole  evidence,  and  places  elaborately  before  his 
reader  the  grounds  of  his  own  judgement.  The  pupil  of 
Mr.  Grote,  though  he  should  never  see  any  other  history,  will 
never  be  surprised  into  an  opinion  ;  he  always  has  full  oppor- 
tunity, if  he  be  so  disposed,  of  dissenting  from  the  decisions  of 
his  teacher.  And  Mr.  Grote  is  altogether  free  from  the  vice 
to  which  his  somewhat  aggressive  and  paradoxical  position 
specially  lays  him  open.  He  is  painstaking  and  merciful 
towards  all  earlier  writers.  He  never  condemns,  he  hardly 
even  dissents,  without  telling  us  at  full  length  why  he  con- 
demns or  dissents.      Even  Mitford,*  at  whom  Dr.  Thirlwall 

*  Mitford  Wcas  a  bad  scholar,  a  bad  historian,  a  bad  writer  of  English. 
Yet  we  feel  a  lingering  weakness  for  him.  He  was  the  first  writer  of  any 
note  who  found  out  that  Grecian  history  was  a  living  thino-  with  a 
practical  bearing.     We  of  course  hold  that  he  applied  it  the  wrong  way. 
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sneers  till  we  feel  a  reaction  in  his  favour,  is  never  set  aside 
unheard.  Mr.  Grote  stops  to  wonder  at  him,  to  argue  with 
him,  to  prove,  as  well  as  to  assert,  that  he  is  very  much  in 
the  wrong.  Everything  that  Mr.  Grote  does  is  serious  and 
earnest.  Twice  perhaps  in  his  volumes  we  think  we  can 
see  his  features  relaxing  into  a  stern  smile.  Mr.  Grote  loves 
a  parallel  both  well  and  wisely.  But  when  Iphikrates  is 
coupled  with  Wellington  and  Bliicher  as  'having  lent  an 
honourable  denomination  to  boots  and  shoes,'  *  we  cannot 
ourselves  keep  down  a  slight  tendency  to  laughter,  a 
tendency  which  we  would  fain  justify  by  the  hope  that  the 
historian  himself  intended  to  arouse  it. 

In  fact,  Mr.  Grote's  praiseworthy  desire  to  be  full  and  ac- 
curate on  every  point,  and  to  give  his  reasons  for  everything, 
has  sometimes  led  him  astray.  To  his  office  as  historian 
of  Greece,  he  very  needlessly  adds  the  quite  distinct  func- 
tions of  a  commentator  on  the  text  of  Thucydides.  He  is 
always  filling  up  his  pages  with  notes  of  frightful  length  and 
tediousness,  proposing  and  elaborately  defending  new  trans- 
lations of  particular  passages.  Now  most  of  these  digressions 
are  by  no  means  called  for  by  his  subject.  Mr.  Grote  more- 
over is  a  great  historian,  but  he  is  not  a  great  Greek 
scholar.  He  understands  the  Greek  language  quite  well 
enough  to  make  excellent  use  of  his  Greek  books.     He  does 

He  hated  Demosthenes  ;  we  love  and  reverence  him.  But  it  was  a  great 
step  to  find  out  that  Demosthenes  could  be  the  object  of  any  human 
emotion.  For  the  young  student  or  for  the  general  reader  Mitford's 
History  would  be  simply  misleading ;  but  it  is  quite  worth  reading  by 
any  one  who  wishes  to  look  at  Grecian  history  fiom  eveiy  possible  point 
of  view. 

*  Vol.  ix.  p.  468.  So  in  voh  vi.  p.  174,  speaking  of  the  odd  abodes  to 
which  the  Atheniaus  were  driven  during  the  Peloponnesian  war,  '  in  sheds, 
cabins,  tents,  or  even  tubs,'  he  adds,  '  Aristo{)hanes,  Equites,  789,  oIkovvt 
iv  Tois  TTidaKvaia-t  kov  yvnapiois  Kcii  TrupyiSt'otff.  The  i:)hilosopher  Diogenes, 
in  taking  up  his  abode  in  a  tub,  had  thus  examples  in  history  to  follow. 
Surely  Mr.  Grote  laughed  over  both  the  boots  and  the  tub.  We  are  not 
so  clear  whether  he  laughed  when,  describing  the  Scythian  expedition  of 
Darius  (vol.  iv.  p.  361),  he  speaks  of  Mr.  Kcnrick  as  being  'among  those 
who  cannot  swim  the  Dniester.' 


IV.]  THE  ATHENIAN  DEMOCRACY.  129 

not  understand  it  well  enough  to  enter  into  elaborate  dis- 
cussions on  minute  grammatical  points.  By  thus  attempt- 
ing a  line  which  is  not  really  his  own,  he  has  laid  himself 
open  to  the  puny  and  insolent  attacks  of  men  to  whose  small 
minds  his  real  greatness  is  siiAply  unintelligible.  There  is  a 
story  of  King  Philip  trying  to  set  a  harper  right  after  dinner, 
and  receiving  for  answer, '  You  ought  to  be  ashamed  if  I  did 
not  know  such  things  better  than  you.'  *  When  a  politician 
and  historian  like  Mr.  Grote  wanders  into  the  narrow  field  of 
verbal  criticism,  he  might  well  have  received  an  answer  of 
the  same  kind  from  a  man  who  could  find  nothing  better  to 
do  with  twenty  years  of  his  life  than  to  devote  them  to  the 
empirical  study  and  teaching  of  Greek  pronouns.  If  Mr. 
Grote,  in  the  course  of  his  great  work,  has  now  and  then 
made  a  slip  or  given  a  judgement  which  cannot  be  maintained, 
we  can  only  say,  with  Sir  Archibald  Alison,  that  such  things 
will  cease  '  when  human  nature  is  other  than  it  is,  but  not 
till  then.'  No  man  that  ever  wrote  is  surer  and  sounder 
than  Bishop  Thirl  wall ;  but  we  have  found  inaccuracies 
even  in  him.  Nay,  more,  in  one  or  two  places  f  we  have 
found  Mr.  Grote  himself  in  pieces  of  false  construing  which 
he  makes  the  foundation  of  historical  arguments.  Yet  it 
never  came  into  our  mind  to  write  an  impertinent  pamphlet 
against  either  of  them.  Great  men  may  now  and  then  err  ; 
small  men  may  now  and  then  set  them  right :  yet,  after  all, 
there  is  a  certain  decent  respect  owing  from  the  small  men 
to  the  great. 

From  the  general  character  of  Mr.  Grote's  style,  it  follows 

*  Plut.  Apoph.  Phil.  29.     (Moralia,  ii.  20.     Tauchnitz.) 

f  Vol.  V.  p.  481,  Mr.  Grote's  translation  of  to.  be  biKacrnipia  fxiirdocfyopa 

KaTearrja-e    nepiKKrjs,    is    quite  untenable ;     but   this   passage  we   shall 

probably  have  to  refer  to  again.     In  vol.  iv.  p.  145  (compare  Thirlwall, 

vol.  ii.  p.  68)  Mr.  Grote  is  clearly  wrong,  and  Dr.  Thirlwall  clearly  right, 

in  his  translation  of  the  passage  from  Herodotus. 

In  vol.  ii.  p.  585,  vol.  x.  p.  463,  vol.  xi.  p.  681,  we  find  Mr.  Grote 

reviving,    wholly  or    partially,  interpretations   of  Mitford's    which   Dr. 

Thirlwall  (vol.  v.  p.  200,  vol.  vi.  p.  66  of  the  old  edition ;  compare  vol.  vi. 

p.  103  of  the  new)  had  scornfully  set  aside. 
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almost  necessarily  that  he  is  greater  in  comment  than  in 
narrative.  His  narrative  is  always  full  and  clear  ;  but  it  is 
seldom  graphic  or  eloquent.  But  he  is  ever  on  the  watch 
for  the  moral  and  political  teaching  of  every  incident.  Per- 
haps he  overdoes  matters  in  this  wa)?" ;  but  Grecian  history 
has  been  so  much  misunderstood,  and  most  of  Mr.  Grote's 
comments  are  so  weighty,  that  it  is  quite  a  fault  on  the 
right  side. 

Mr.  Grote  divides  his  work  into  two  portions  of  very  un- 
equal length — ^Legendary  and  Historical  Greece.  In  the 
former  he  makes  it  his  business  to  tell  all  the  myths  at  full 
length ;  from  his  point  of  view,  we  really  cannot  understand 
why.  To  tell  them  fittingly  as  legends,  as  Dr.  Arnold  has 
done  with  the  Eoman  stories,  he  does  not  even  try,  and  it 
would  certainly  be  quite  out  of  his  line  to  do  so.  And  his 
code  of  historical  belief  expressly  forbids  all  attempts  to  find 
historical  truth  in  them,  in  the  way  which  has  been  carried 
out  by  Niebuhr.  Mr.  Grote  is  not  quite  so  strict  in  point 
of  evidence  as  Sir  George  Lewis ;  but  it  is  only  with  the  first 
Olympiad,  B.C.  776,  that  he  sees  anything  like  even  the  first 
glimpse  of  real  history.  Now  we  are  quite  as  far  as  either 
Mr.  Grote  or  Sir  George  I^ewis  from  the  old  uncritical  belief 
in  poetic  fables,  which,  if  they  contain  any  kernel  of  truth, 
hide  it  under  such  disguises  that  it  can  no  longer  be  seen. 
But  surely  both  of  them  cast  aside  one  whole  source  of 
knowledge  of  a  very  different  kind.  It  is  clear  that  neither 
of  them  has  the  least  turn  for  pree-historic  or  ethnological 
researches.  They  have  hardly  a  word  to  tell  us  about  the 
Pelasgians*  or  the  Leleges.  Speculations  of  this  kind  rest, 
they  say,  on  no  evidence.  Sir  George  Lewis  especially 
would  seem  to  rank  them  almost  below  the  legends  of  the 
poets.     Certainly   they   rest   on   no   contemporary   written 

*  On  the  historical  Pelasgians  of  Kreston  and  Plakia  Mr.  Grote  has  one 
of  his  best  notes,  vol.  ii.  p.  351.  He  shows  very  clearly,  against  Dr. 
Thirlwall,  that  in  the  well-knovsrn  passage  of  Herodotus  x'^P^<'''hp  must 
be  interpreted  by  ^dp^apos,  not  ^apjBapos  by  ;(apaKTj/p. 
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evidence ;  but  surely  they  rest  on  an  evidence  of  their  own. 
That  evidence  is  of  the  same  kind  as  that  which  forms  the 
groundwork  of  philology  and  of  some  branches  of  natural 
science — of  geology,  for  instance,  which  is  simply  archaeology 
before  man.  Moreover  it  sometimes  happens,  as  in  the  case 
of  the  legendary  greatness  of  Mykene,  that  archaeological 
and  legendary  evidence  coincide  sO  wonderfully  as  to  leave 
no  doubt  that  the  legend  has  preserved  the  memory  of  a  real 
state  of  things.* 

Mr.  Grote's  chapters  on  Sparta,  her  gradual  developement 
and  her  distinctive  constitution,  form  a  most  valuable  contri- 
bution to  early  Grecian  history.  He  shows  very  clearly  how 
thoroughly  Argos  was  the  leading  state  of  Peloponnesos  in 
the  early  Doric  times  ;  how  very  slowly  it  was  that  Sparta 
rose  to  the  post  of  honour ;  how  obstinately  Argos  clung 
to  the  assertion  of  her  ancient  position,  long  after  she  had 
lost  all  means  of  practically  enforcing  it.  Highly  valuable 
also  are  the  chapters  which,  at  various  stages  of  the  work, 
are  given  to  the  fortunes  of  the  Sicilian  Greeks.  In  the 
prominence  which  Mr.  Grote  gives  to  them  he  agrees  with 
Mitford,  though  no  contrast  can  be  greater  than  that  which 
is  shown  in  the  treatment  of  the  subject  by  the  two  writers. 
Dr.  Thirl  wall,  somewhat  unaccountably,  takes  very  little 
notice  of  this  important  part  of  the  Hellenic  world. 

The  Homeric  poems  are  another  subject  to  which  Mr. 
Grote  gives  much  of  his  attention.  His  general  philosophical 
remarks  on  the  origin  and  growth  of  legend  are  among  the 
profoundest  things  in  his  work ;  but  in  purely  literary 
criticism  he  is  hardly  equal  to  Colonel  Mure.  His  view  is 
one  which  lies  between  the  '  Wolfian  hypothesis '  of  dis- 
jointed lays,  and  Colonel  Mure's  belief  in  the  essential  unity 
of  both  poems.f  The  Odyssey  Mr.  Grote  looks  on  as  an 
integral  whole,  the  Iliad  as  a  poem  enlarged  out  of  an  earlier 
Achilleid.     This  view  he  very  ably  supports,  but  on   the 

*  [See  above  p.  60.  I  have  struck  out  a  passage  to  the  same  effect  as 
what  I  said  there.] 

t  [This  was  written  before  the  appearance  of  Mr.  Gladstone's  book.] 
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whole  we  incline  to  Colonel  Mure.  It  is  instructive  indeed 
to  contrast  these  two  eminent  men,  to  whom  Grecian  litera- 
ture is  so  deeply  indebted.  Each  is  so  well  fitted  for  his 
own  task  ;  neither  is  quite  safe  when  he  touches  the  task  of 
the  other.  The  one  has  all  the  strength  and  depth  of  the 
political  historian,  the  other  all  the  taste  and  acuteness  of  he 
refined  literary  critic.  Sir  George  Lewis,  Colonel  Mure,  and 
Mr.  Grote,  may  all  be  classed  together  as  illustrious  examples 
of  a  love  of  learning  kept  on  in  the  midst  of  busy  life. 
Three  public  men, — one  a  distinguished  son  of  Oxford, 
another  brought  up  at  a  foreign  University,  a  third  without 
any  academic  training  at  all, — are  all,  among  pursuits  which 
do  not  commonly  lead  men  to  such  researches,  equally  led 
to  profound  research  into  the  literature  and  politics  of  distant 
times.  No  argument  can  be  more  overwhelming  against 
those  who  gainsay  the  usefulness  of  such  studies. 

But  we  must  hasten  on  to  our  real  subject,  the  origin  and 
working  of  the  Athenian  Democracy.  What  old  Greece  was 
to  the  rest  of  the  contemporary  world,  Athens  emphatically 
was  to  Greece  itself.  Every  tendency  which  marked  off 
the  Greek  from  the  Barbarian  marked  off,  in  its  highest 
developement,  the  Athenian  from  every  other  Greek.  The 
Athenian,  in  short,  was  the  highest  form  of  the  Hellenic  type. 
By  nothing  is  the  Greek  more  emphatically  distinguished 
from  every  nation  with  which  he  came  in  contact  during 
his  best  days,  than  by  the  presence  of  what  Mr.  Grote  calls 
a  '  constitutional  morality.'  Political  liberty  was  grounded 
on  a  habit  of  fairly  hearing  both  sides,  and  then  deciding  ; 
it  was  understood  that  the  minority  should  peaceably  yield 
to  the  will  of  the  greater  number.  This  is  a  doctrine  which 
was  wholly  unknown  to  the  Persian  or  the  Egyptian,  who 
knew  no  choice  but  either  blind  submission  to  a  master  or 
open  rebellion  against  him.  But  in  every  Greek  city  the 
theory  was  thoroughly  well  known,  though  it  was  by  no 
means  in  every  Greek  city  that  the  theory  was  fully  or  con- 
stantly carried  out.     It  is  in  democratic  Athens  that  we  find 
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the   nearest  approach,    and   that    positively   a   very    near 
approach,  to  its  perfect  fulfilment. 

Old   Greece,  taking   in  under   that  name  not  only  the 
original  Hellas,  but  all  the  settlements  of  the  Greek  nation 
everywhere,  was,  we  must  always  remember,  a  system  of  cities 
wholly  independent   of  one   another.     It   was  moreover  a 
system  which,  during  its  best  days,  was  co-extensive  with 
its  own  civilized  world.     In  ancient  and  in  medieval  Italy, 
in  mediaeval  and  in  modern  Switzerland,  a  like  system  of 
what  Mr.  Grote  calls  '  town-autonomy,'  has  more   or  less 
largely  prevailed.      But  it  is  in  old  Greece  alone  that  the 
system  is  seen  in  its  full  perfection.     The  City  was  the 
highest   and   the   lowest   political   unit   which   the   Greek 
willingly  acknowledged.      He  must  have   a  city  ;  a  mere 
village  was  not  enough  for  him :  he  did  not  want  the  wild 
independence  of  the   mountaineer,  but   the   settled   legal 
freedom  of  the  citizen.     There  must  be  an  authority  to 
obey,  but  of  that  authority  he  must  himself  form  a  part. 
But  for  such  authority  he  did  not  willingly  look  beyond 
his  own  city ;  he  had  no  mind  to  merge  the  full  sovereignty 
of  that  city  even  in  a  federation,  much  less  in  an  empire. 
The   full   and   perfect   sovereignty   of  each   separate   city 
formed  the  political  ideal  of  the  Greek  mind.     The  less 
advanced  members  of  the  Hellenic  race  did  not  fully  attain 
to  the  conception,  because  they  did  not  fully  attain  to  the 
perfection  of  Greek  city-life.     In  later  times  Greece  learned 
by  bitter  experience  the  need  of  closer  union ;  and  at  last 
the  Achaian  League  was  the  result.     But  among  the  most 
advanced  Greeks  in  the  best  days  of  Greece  the  sovereignty 
of  each  city  was  the  acknowledged  political  theory.      If  it 
was  never  fully  carried  out,  it  was  only  because  every  city 
had  not  physical  resources  to  maintain  its  independence. 
But  every  city  looked  on  perfect  independence  as  its  natm-al 
right ;  every  city  asserted  its   independence   whenever   it 
could ;  every  city  deemed  itself  wronged  if  it  were  hindered 
from  so  doing  by  superior  force. 

Now  in  the  earliest  times  into  which  we  can  get  any 
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insight,  this  system  of  small  separate  communities  formed 
the  whole  political  world  of  which  the  Greek  had  any  know- 
ledge. In  old  Greece,  above  all,  he  never  met,  either  as 
friend  or  foe,  with  any  but  a  Greek  neighbour.  Even  in  the 
early  colonies  the  Greek  never  came  across  any  foreigner 
able  to  meet  him  on  equal  terms  either  of  friendship  or  of 
hostility.  In  this  state  of  things  the  bond  between  Greek 
and  Greek  differed  little  from  the  bond  between  man  and 
man.  But  the  colonizing  system  first  gave  birth  to  a  feeling 
which  the  rise  of  great  Barbarian  states  strengthened,  a 
feeling  that  the  Greek  race  did  not  stand  alone  in  the  world. 
In  Thrace,  in  Asia,  in  Sicily,  the  Greek  learned  the  existence 
of  the  Barbarian  ;  and  as  Lydia,  Carthage,  Persia,  Macedonia, 
and  Rome  arose  one  after  the  other,  he  learned  that  the 
friendship  or  enmity  of  the  Barbarian  might  be  a  matter  of 
moment  to  the  Greek.  But  he  learned  at  the  same  time 
that  the  Greek  could  boast  of  something  whereby  to  dis- 
tinguish himself  from  the  Barbarian.  He  learned  that,  over 
and  above  the  independent  political  being  of  the  several 
Grecian  cities,  there  was  a  higher  national  being  in  which 
every  Greek  could  claim  a  share.  From  Spain  to  the  Tauric 
Chersonesos,  every  Greek  shared  a  common  language,  a 
common  religion,  common  political  and  intellectual  ten- 
dencies. The  Greek  of  the  Iberian  Zakynthos  and  the 
Greek  of  the  Borysthenic  Olbia  might  meet  and  contend  in 
those  games,  by  the  banks  of  the  Alpheios  or  beneath  the 
crags  of  Delphi,  from  which  even  the  Macedonian  and  the 
Thesprotian  were  hopelessly  shut  out.  He  began  to  feel 
that  his  brother  Greek  might  by  chance  be  an  enemy,  but 
that  he  was  still  in  himself  a  countryman.  He  felt  that 
even  to  a  hostile  Greek  he  stood  in  a  relation  in  which  he 
did  not  stand  to  the  outside  foreigner,  whose  language, 
manners,  and  worship  were  altogether  strange  to  him.  Thus 
the  feeling  of  '  separate  town-autonomy  '  began  to  be  some- 
what modified  by  the  wider  feeling  of  '  Pau-hellenic  obliga- 
tion.' As  Mr.  Grote  several  times  suggests,  the  proper 
union  and  harmony  of  these  two  tendencies  would  have  led 
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to  the  establishment  of  a  Federal  Government.  No  such 
Federal  Government  could  have  taken  in  the  whole  Hellenic 
race ;  but  a  Federal  Government  might  easily  have  taken 
in  all  the  Grecian  cities  around  the  iEgjean.  It  might  have 
taken  in  all  Greeks  from  Epidamnos  to  >Sin6pe,  a  range 
nearly  answering  to  the  extent  of  the  Greek  race  at  the 
present  day.*  But  the  only  really  effective  Federal  Govern- 
ment which  Greece  ever  saw  arose  too  late  to  do  the  work, 
and  never  spread  to  any  purpose  beyond  the  bounds  of 
Peloponnesos.  As  it  was,  the  natural  inclination  of  all 
communities  to  extend  their  dominion,  whether  rightfully 
or  wrongfully,  too  often  clashed  alike  with  town-autonomy 
and  with  Pan-hellenic  patriotism.  At  no  time  of  their 
history  did  Greeks  scruple  to  hold  dominion  over  other 
Greeks.  And  as  soon  as  they  had  the  means,  they  did  not 
scruple  to  win  and  to  uphold  such  dominion  by  the  help 
either  of  barbaric  steel  or  of  barbaric  gold. 

Now  Athens  stands  out  prominently  as  the  highest  de- 
velopement  of  all  these  tendencies.  She  is  the  most  illus- 
trious example  alike  of  the  single  autonomous  city,  of  the 
Pan-hellenic  leader  against  the  Barbarian,  and  of  the  Greek 
state  bearing  rule  over  other  Greeks.  In  all  these  characters 
she  has  been  thoughtfully  examined  and  clearly  described 
by  the  great  historian  with  whom  we  are  dealing.  In  the 
sketch  of  the  Athenian  Democracy  which  we  are  now  about 
to  attempt,  our  readers  will  understand  that  we  are  chiefly 
following  Mr.  Grote,  and  that  we  mean  to  set  the  seal  of  our 
full  agreement  to  his  general  views, — of  course  not  pledging 
ourselves  to  every  minute  detail, — whenever  we  do  not  stop 
formally  to  argue  against  them. 

*  [It  is  most  instructive  to  note  how  very  nearly  the  present  extent  of 
the  Greek  nation  answers,  first,  to  the  extent  of  Greek  settlement  east  of 
the  Hadriatic  in  the  days  of  which  we  are  now  speaking  ;  secondly',  to  the 
extent  of  the  Eastern  Empire  at  the  end  of  the  twelfth  centurv  when  it 
most  nearly  answered  to  the  Greek  nation.  At  all  three  times  there  is 
full  possession  of  old  Hellas  ;  but  out  of  that  range  Greek  occupation 
nowhere  stretches  from  sea  to  sea ;  it  is  altogether  a  possession  of  coasts, 
islands,  and  peninsulas.     See  Third  Series  of  Essays,  p.  377.     1879,1 


136  TEE  ATHENIAN  DEMOCRACY.  [Essay 


As  a  single  autonomous  city,  Athens  was  in  two  ways  the 
greatest  in  Greece.  No  other  single  city  could  boast  of  so 
great  a  number  of  citizens ;  in  no  other  did  those  citizens  so 
directly  and  thoroughly  hold  the  government  of  their  own 
city.  A  glance  at  the  map  of  Greece  will  show  that  Attica 
was  far  larger  than  the  territory  of  any  other  single  city.* 
Sparta  indeed  ruled  over  a  far  larger  extent  of  country ; 
but  that  was  because  Sparta  held  the  sovereignty  over  many 
other  cities,  which  were  thereby  thrust  down  to  the  rank  of 
subjects.  Attica  was  nearly  as  large  as  Bceotia ;  but  while 
Boeotia  formed  an  ill-contrived  and  inharmonious  federation, 
Attica  formed  one  indivisible  body-politic.  Attica  was  in 
fact  about  as  large  a  territory  as  could,  according  to  Greek 
notions,  form  one  indivisible  body-politic.  Had  the  land 
been  much  larger,  each  qualified  citizen  could  no  longer 
have  exercised  a  personal  share  in  the  government.  This 
happy  position  was  owing  to  an  event  which  comes  to  us  in 
the  form  of  legend,  but  which  is  supported  by  so  great  a 
weight  of  probability  that  we  may  fairly  set  it  down  as  a 
historical  fact.  That  Attica  once  contained  twelve  inde- 
pendent cities,  and  that  they  were  led  to  give  up  their 
separate  political  life  and  to  be  merged  into  the  one  city  of 
Athens,  we  may  undoubtedly  believe.  But  as  to  the  exact 
date  of  the  change,  whether  it  took  place  at  once  or 
gradually, — whether  some  cities  kept  their  independence 
longer  than  others, — whether  their  inhabitants  received 
the  full  Athenian  citizenship  at  once,  or  after  struggles  like 
those  of  the  Roman  Commons, — whether  any  of  the  early 
dissensions  in  Attica  were  owing  to  distinctions  between 
Athenians  and  Atticans,  are  questions  at  which  we  can  do 
little  more  than  guess.  But  it  is  plain  that  the  change  had 
been  fully  wrought  out  before  the  time  of  Drakon  and 
Solon.  The  Athens  for  which  they  legislated  was  an  Athens 
in  whose  rights  and  in  whose  wrongs  all  Attica  shared  alike. 

*  [I  have  treated  this  subject  from  another  point  of  view  in  the  Third 
Series  of  Essays,  p.  292.     1879.] 
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Marathon,  Aphidnai,  and  Eleiisis  *  had  no  longer  any 
distinct  political  being ;  they  were  merged  into  the  higher 
whole  of  Athens.  It  is  the  utter  disappearance  of  the  Attic 
towns  as  political  bodies  which  forms  the  distinguishing 
phasnomenon  of  Athenian  history.  Several  of  them  kept  on 
a  large  population  and  considerable  municipal  importance ; 
but  they  had  given  up  all  claims  to  separate  sovereignty. 
Their  relation  to  Athens  was  one  neither  of  subjection  nor 
of  federation.  A  Laconian  town,  whatever  municipal  rights 
it  might  keep,  was  politically  in  utter  bondage  to  Sparta. 
Its  citizens  had  no  share  whatever  in  the  general  government 
of  their  country.  A  Boeotian  town  formed  a  distinct 
commonwealth,  whose  sovereign  rights  were  somewhat  cur- 
tailed by  its  federal  relations  towards  its  fellow  Bccotian 
towns,  and  still  more  so  by  the  practical  supremacy  of 
Thebes  over  the  whole  Boeotian  League.  The  burgher  of 
Thespia  or  Orchomenos  was  a  Boeotian  ;  but  he  was  in  no 
sense  a  Theban.  The  burgher  of  Eleusis  or  Marathon  had 
well  nigh  lost  the  name  of  Attican  in  that  of  Athenian.! 

*  Mr.  Grote  (vol.  iii.  p.  94)  remarks  that  the  story  of  Tellos,  which  is 
put  iuto  tlie  mouth  of  Solon  at  the  Lydian  Court,  '  assumes  the  in- 
dependence of  Eleusis  in  earlier  times.'  We  think  that  it  does  even  more  :  it 
seems  to  show  (so  far  as  we  can  trust  it  at  all)  that  the  union  of  Eleusis 
and  Athens  was  not  in  SolSn's  days  of  very  long  standing.  The  tale 
certainly  does  not  sound  like  an  event  of  mythical  antiquity,  but  rather 
Uke  something  of  which  Solon  might  have  heard  from  his  grandfather.  Mr. 
Grote  also  infers,  with  much  force,  from  the  Homeric  hymn  to  Demeter, 
that  Eleusis  formed  an  independent  state  at  the  time  when  that  hymn  was 
made,  perhaps  as  late  as  the  middle  of  the  seventh  century  before  Christ. 
If  the  union  of  the  Attic  towns  was  gradual,  so  important  a  place  as  Eleusis 
would  doubtless  be  one  of  the  last  to  come  in,  much  like  Orchomenos  in 
Boeotia  or  Akanthos  in  Chalkidike.  It  is  even  possible  that  the  choice  of 
Eleusis,  rather  than  any  other  Attic  town,  to  form  a  separate  state  under 
the  oligarchy,  after  they  were  driven  from  Athens,  may  point  to  some 
abiding  memory  of  its  ancient  independence. 

[On  the  other  hand  there  is  the  fact  that  the  Homeric  Catalogue,  while 
mentioning  very  small  places  elsewhere,  records  no  Attic  city  except 
Athene.  This  looks  as  if  the  union  were  older  than  the  Catalogue. 
1879.] 

t  [Dikaiarchos  (Periegesis,  4)  says  of  Attica  rOiv  8'  kvoiKovvTav  oi  fj.ii 
avrav  'AttikoI,  oi  8'  'A6r]vaioi,  and  he  goes  on  to  draw  a  distinction  between 
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By  this  happy  diffusion  of  equal  political  rights  over  the 
whole  of  Attica,  Athens  became  the  greatest  of  Hellenic 
cities.  Other  cities  ruled  over  wider  domains  and  more 
numerous  subjects  ;  no  other  city  could  marshal  so  great  a 
number  of  free  and  equal  citizens.  Whether  this  great 
event  was  owing  to  force  or  to  persuasion,  to  some  happy 
accident  or  to  long-sighted  political  wisdom, — whether  we 
see  in  it  the  gradual  result  of  predisposing  causes  or 
attribute  it  to  the  single  genius  of  some  nameless*  statesman 
of  an  unrecorded  age, — in  any  case,  it  stands  forth  as  one  of 
the  foremost  events  in  the  history  of  the  world.  As  the 
determining  cause  of  the  greatness  of  Athens,  it  was  the 
determining  cause  of  the  distinctive  and  lasting  greatness 
of  Hellas.  As  such,  the  union,  the  ^vvoLKLcri<;,  of  Attica 
becomes  nothing  less  than  the  beginning  of  the  political 
history  of  mankind. 

The  union  of  the  old  Attic  towns  made  Athens  and  Attica 
words  of  the  same  political  meaning ;  but  it  was  very  far 
from  wiping  out  all  political  distinctions  between  the  several 
classes  of  their  inhabitants.  Eleusinians  and  Athenians  no 
longer  strove  with  each  other  upon  the  field  of  battle ;  but 
the  poor  Eleusinian  and  the  poor  Athenian  had  alike  to 
bear  the  yoke,  personal  and  political,  of  the  oligarchy 
which  ruled  over  their  common  country.  Such  is  the 
aspect  of  Athenian  affairs  when  we  first  begin  to  see  them 
in  anything  like  detail,  at  the  time  of  the  Solonian  legisla- 
tion. Theseus  and  Solon  were  the  two  great  names  round 
which  the  loving  memory  of  Athens  gathered.  Her  orators 
and  poets  sometimes  scrupled  not  to  attribute  her  full-grown 
democracy  to  Theseus  the  King,  no  less  than  to  Solon  the 
Archon.     Of  Theseus  we  can  say  nothing  ;  of  the  reforms  of 

the  characters  of  the  two.      C.  Miillcr,  in  his  note,  has  brought  together  a 
few  other  cases  of  this  rare  use  of  the  word.] 

*  The  legend  attributes  it  to  the  mythical  king  Thgseus.  In  this  change, 
as  in  most  others,  some  one  man  was  most  likely  the  chief  agent ;  several 
things  look  as  if  it  was  at  least  begun  before  kingship  was  done  away  with  ; 
the  King  who  had  the  chief  hand  in  it  may  as  well  have  been  called 
Theseus  as  anything  else ;  but  this  is  as  much  as  we  can  say. 
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Solon  we  can  happily  make  out  a  good  deal.  If  Theseus* 
founded  a  democracy,  it  was  assuredly  not  a  lasting  one. 
Even  of  Solon  the  utmost  we  can  say  is  that  his  reform 
took  a  decidedly  democratic  turn.  The  most  distinctively 
democratic  of  Athenian  institutions  were  undoubtedly  of 
later  date. 

The  questions  which  have  been  so  often  raised  as  to  the 
so-called  lour  Ionic  tribes  we  shall  pass  by,  as  not  directly 
bearing  on  our  immediate  subject.  It  is  enough  for  our 
purpose  that  they  formed  an  oppressive  oligarchy.  The 
question  which  immediately  concerns  us  is,  How  far  did  Solon 
break  down  the  barriers  of  this  oligarchy  ?  We  all  know  how 
he  made  a  division  into  classes  according  to  property,  and  how 
under  his  system  the  rich  alone  could  be  chosen  to  the  great 
offices  of  the  state.  But  here  an  important  question  arises, 
Who  were  the  persons  thus  classified  ?  According  to  one 
answer,  Solon  could  hardly  have  even  looked  in  the  direction 
of  democracy.  Niebuhr,t  at  one  time  at  least,  held  the 
Solonian  timocracy  to  have  been  a  mere  change  within  the 
patrician  order  itself ;  the  poor  noble  was  to  be  shut  out 
from  office,  while  the  rich  plebeian  was  not  let  in.  Surely 
such  a  change  would  have  been  merely  to  make  the  oli- 
garchy still  narrower  than  it  was  before.  Surely  it  is  incon- 
sistent with  the  well-known  sayingi  of  Solon  himself,  which, 
whatever  be  its  exact  meaning,  clearly  implies  that  he  gave 
the  mass  of  the  people  some  power.  It  would  be  easier 
to  believe  that  the  timocracy  simple  took  the  place  of  the 
oligarchy,  that  wealth  became  the  qualification  instead  of 
birth,  that  the  rich  plebeian  was  qualified  no  less  than  the 

*  If  we  may  trust  the  sage  Diodoros,  democracy  could  look  still  higher 
for  its  founder.  Zeus  hirnself  established  that  form  of  Government  not 
only  at  Athens,  but  througliout  the  world.  eTreXdetv  8'  avrov  [At'a]  koI  ttiv 
olKOVfiivj]V  (rxe86v  aTraaav,  rovs  fiev  'XrjaTas  Koi  d(r€^€2s  dvaipovvra,  rrjv  S' 
IcroTTjTa  Kai  ttjv  drjfjLOKpaTiav  elstj-yovnevov.  Diod.  V.  71.  One  would  certainly 
never  have  found  this  out  from  the  Prometheus  of  ^schylus. 

t  History  of  Eome,  vol.  ii.  pp.  384,  385.  In  his  Lectures  on  Ancient 
History,  vol.  i.  [>.  288,  he  seems  to  take  a  different,  but  less  intelligible  view. 

%  ^fifia  flip  yap  eStoxa  t6(tov  KpuTos  oauov  enapKel. 
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rich  patrician,  and  the  poor  patrician  disqualified  no  less 
than  the  poor  plebeian.  But  this  view  seems  inconsistent 
with  the  fact,  which  is  allowed  on  all  hands,  that  the  Four 
Tribes  went  on  as  real  political  divisions  down  to  the  legisla- 
tion of  Kleisthenes.  We  are  therefore  driven,  though  not 
without  some  doubt  and  difficulty,  to  the  belief  that  the 
timocracy  extended  only  to  the  patrician  order,  and  that  the 
whole  body  of  the  plebeians,  rich  and  poor,  were  placed,  to- 
gether with  the  poorest  patricians,  in  the  fourth  or  lowest 
class.  This  seems  to  be  the  view  taken  both  by  Dr.  Thirl- 
wall  *  and  by  Mr.  Grote.t 

Athens  then,  after  the  Solonian  reform,  was  still  a  modified 
oligarchy.  Solon  %  preserved  the  old  Senate  of  Areiopagos, 
which  was  made  up  of  all  who  had  served  the  office  of  Archon 
with  credit.  But  he  set  up  alongside  of  it  another  Senate 
of  a  somewhat  more  popular  kind.  A  hundred  patricians 
chosen  from  each  tribe  formed  a  yearly  Senate.  The  chief 
executive  and  judicial  powers — those  which  had  been  vested 
in  the  ancient  Kings,  and  in  their  successors,  the  Archons  for 

*  Vol.  ii.  p.  45. 

t  Mr.  Grote  seems  decidedly  to  assert  this,  when  he  formally  describes 
the  Solonian  constitution.  He  there  (vol.  iii.  p.  176)  speaks  of  persons  not 
included  in  the  Four  Tribes,  who  still  were  citizens  with  votes  in  the 
Assembly,  and  adds,  '  It  seems,  therefore,  that  all  persons  not  included  in 
the  Four  Tribes,  whatever  their  grade  of  fortune  might  be,  were  on  the 
same  level  in  respect  to  political  privilege  as  the  fourth  and  lowest  class  of 
the  Solonian  census.'  Yet  afterwards  (vol.  iv.  p.  169),  when  he  describes 
the  legislation  of  Kleistlienes,  he  says,  '  the  political  franchise,  or  the 
character  of  an  Athenian  citizen,  both  before  and  since  Solon,  had  been 
coufmed  to  the  primitive  four  Ionic  tribes,  each  of  which  was  an  aggregate 
of  so  many  close  corporations  or  quasi  families,  the  gentes  and  phratries  ; 
none  of  the  residents  in  Attica,  therefore,  except  those  included  in  some 
gens  or  [aud  ?]  phratry,  had  any  part  in  the  political  franchise. 
Kleisthenes  broke  down  the  existing  wall  of  privilege,  and  imparted  the 
political  franchise  to  the  excluded  mass.'  We  cannot  reconcile  these  two 
statements,  and  we  greatly  prefer  the  former  one.  The  latter  seems  to 
agree  with  the  view  of  Niebuhr  quoted  above,  according  to  which  Solon 
really  made  the  oligarchy  more  oligarchical. 

X  Mr.  Grote  has,  we  think,  clearly  made  out  that  the  Senate  of 
Areiopagos  was  the  original  one,  older  than  Solon,  and  that  the  yearly 
Senate  was  of  his  foundation. 
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life,  for  ten  years,  for  one  year — Solon  found  and  left  in  the 
hands  of  nine  yearly  Archons.  These,  by  his  legislation, 
were  to  be  chosen  from  the  first  class  of  the  census,  so  that 
their  qualification  implied  both  noble  birth  and  the  possession 
of  the  highest  degree  of  wealth  in  the  community.  What 
then  did  the  people  gain  by  the  Solonian  reform  ?  Very  little, 
as  compared  with  their  power  in  after  times  ;  but  very  much, 
as  compared  with  their  earlier  state  of  utter  political  nothing- 
ness. They  still  shared  in  nothing,  but  they  now  had  the 
disposal  of  everything.  They  still  had  masters,  but  they  were 
masters  of  their  own  choosing.  The  Public  Assembly,  the 
famous  Ekklesia,  now  arose,  in  which  every  Athenian  citizen 
had  an  equal  vote.  Here  the  poor  or  ignoble  citizen,  himself 
shut  out  from  office,  chose  and  sat  in  judgement  upon  those 
who  ruled  him.  Here  the  yearly  Senate  and  the  yearly 
Archons  were  chosen  by  the  common  suffrage  of  the  people. 
Here  the  same  Archons,  after  their  year  of  office,  underwent 
the  Euthijne  or  examination,  without  honourably  passing 
through  which  they  could  not  take  their  seat  in  the  per- 
manent Senate  of  Areiopagos. 

The  constitution  of  Solon  had  hardly  time  to  show  itself  in 
practical  working,  before  the  tyranny*  of  Peisistratos  practi- 
cally set  it  aside.  Peisistratos,  as  is  acknowledged  on  all 
hands,  respected  the  forms  of  the  constitution.  Senate, 
Assembly,  and  Archons — all  doubtless  went  on,  but  their 
practical  power  was  probably  about  as  great  as  when,  ages 
after,  Athens  was  enrolled  as  a  favoured  ally  of  Nero.  But 
the  rule  of  the  Tyrants,  by  bringing  nobles  and  people 
under  one  common  bondage,  indirectly  helped  the  cause  of 
democracy.  When  the  tyranny  was  overpassed,  it  was  found 
impossible  to  call  back  the  old  distinctions  into  practical 
life.  Still,  as  the  constitutional  forms  had  been  respected, 
there  was  an  established  system  to  fall  back  upon  and  to 

*  We  keep  to  the  common  usage  of  '  Tyrant '  and  '  tyranny,'  to 
express  rvpavvos  and  its  derivatives,  rather  than  Mr.  Grote's  'Despot,'  and 
'  despotism.'  Neither '  Tyrant '  nor  '  Despot,'  in  its  usual  English  meaning, 
exactly  expresses  rvpavvoi ;  either  word  must  be  used  in  a  fixed  teclinical 
sense.      We  see  therefore  no  reason  for  departing  from  established  custom. 
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reform.  Under  the  unwitting  guidance  of  Peisistratos  and 
Hippias,  the  Athens  of  Solon  had  become  ripe  for  its 
change  into  the  Athens  of  Kleisthenes.  Democracy  had  now 
fairly  begun  its  course,  though  it  was  still  far  from  having 
reached  the  goal. 

From  Kleisthenes  to  Perikles,  reforms  were  so  steadily 
going  on  in  a  democratic  direction  that  it  is  not  easy  to  fix 
the  exact  date  of  each  change.  But  three  great  stages  may 
clearly  be  made  out.  First  come  the  reforms  of  Kleisthenes 
himself,  after  the  driving  out  of  the  Tyrants  :  secondly,  the 
changes  which  were  wrought  immediately  after  the  Persian 
War,  some  of  which  are  attributed  to  Aristeides :  thirdly, 
those  which  brought  about  the  perfect  consummation  of 
democracy  under  Ephialtes  and  Perikles. 

What  Kleisthenes  himself  did  seems  to  have  been  wholly 
to  sweep  away  all  distinctions  founded  on  birth,  and  greatly  to 
lessen  the  strictness  of  those  founded  on  property.  The  Four 
Tribes,  as  a  political  institution,  ceased  to  exist.  The  gentes 
and  phratries  of  which  they  are  made  up  went  on  as  religious 
and  social  unions,  but  they  no  longer  determined  a  man's 
political  rank.  The  whole  people — patricians,  commoners, 
together  with  many  slaves  and  foreigners  who  now  received 
the  franchise  for  the  first  time — were  divided  into  Ten  Tribes. 
These  Tribes  were  again  subdivided  into  Demoi  or  Parishes. 
These  last  were  essentially  local  divisions,  each  Demos  forming 
a  larger  or  smaller  municipality.  Full  scope  was  thus  given 
for  the  working  of  those  local  feelings  which  were  very  strong 
in  the  Attic  bosom.  But  a  wise  arrangement,  whereby  the 
Demoi  forming  each  Tribe  did  not  lie  together,  hindered  these 
local  feelings  from  having  any  bad  political  effect,  such  as 
they  had  had  in  the  time  between  Solon  and  Peisistratos. 
The  ten  Tribes  were  the  immediate  constituent  members  of 
the  body-politic.  On  them  all  the  arrangements  of  the  state, 
both  military  and  civil,  depended.  The  citizens  of  each  tribe 
were  marshalled  together  in  battle,  while  a  board  of  ten 
Generals,  one  from  each  tribe,  was  placed  at  the  head  of 
military  affairs.     The  yearly  Senate  now  consisted  of  five 
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hundred  members,  fifty  from  each  tribe  ;  and  the  Senators 
of  each  tribe  in  turn  enjoyed  the  presidency  in  the  Public 
Assembly.  The  aristocracy  of  birth  was  thus  legally  swept 
away,  but  the  Solonian  timocracy  was  only  modified.  The 
Archonship,  confined  by  Solon  to  the  first  class  of  his  census, 
was  now  opened  to  the  first  three,  into  which  all  citizens  who 
had  the  legal  amount  of  wealth  were  now  admitted.  The 
fourth  and  poorest  class  alone  were  still  shut  out. 

Between  Kleisthenes  and  Perikles  three  great  changes  were 
gradually  wrought,  which,  as  Mr.  Grote  clearly  shows,  all 
hang  together.  All  citizens  became  eligible  for  all  offices. 
The  Archons  and  the  yearly  Senate  began  to  be  named 
by  lot  instead  of  by  election.  The  Archons,  the  successors 
of  the  ancient  Kings,  were  cut  down  to  that  routine  of  police 
and  religious  ceremony  which  is  all  that  we  find  left  to  them 
under  the  full-grown  Democracy.  Of  these  three  changes 
the  earliest  must,  in  the  nature  of  things,  have  been  that 
which  admitted  all  citizens  without  distinction  to  office.  As 
Mr.  Grote  observes,  the  use  of  the  lot  implies  that  this  change 
had  taken  place.  As  long  as  restrictions  were  left,  the  intro- 
duction of  the  lot  would  not  have  been  any  gain  to  democracy. 
As  long  as  the  high  offices  were  confined  to  rich  men,  the 
poor  man's  influence  lay  in  his  vote,  by  which  he  decided 
among  the  rich  candidates.  He  clearly  would  not  give  up 
this  form  of  power  till  the  loss  was  made  good  by  his  being 
himseK  made  admissible  to  office. 

But,  if  the  lot  implies  universal  admissibility  to  the  archon- 
ship, it  no  less  implies  a  diminished  power  in  the  office  of 
Archon.  The  Archons,  like  the  Koman  Consuls,  took  the  place 
of  the  ancient  Kings.  Indeed  the  single  Archon,  whether  for 
life,  for  ten  years,  or  for  one  year  only,  held  a  still  more 
commanding  position  than  the  Eoman  Consul.  But  while 
Rome  kept  on  the  powers  of  the  consulship,  with  compara- 
tively little  change,  down  to  the  end  of  the  commonwealth, 
Athens  was  always  lessening  the  once  kingly  powers  of  her 
Archons.  Even  under  the  oligarchy,  a  board  of  nine  Archons 
took  the  place  of  a  single  ruler.     Under  the  Democracy, 
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whether  from  jealousy  of  the  old  patrician  magistracy,  or 
from  whatever  cause,  the  Archons  sank  into  something  like 
aldermen  or  police  magistrates.  They  still  kept  a  summary 
jurisdiction  in  small  cases,  but  they  had  to  bring  weightier 
matters  before  the  popular  courts,  which  had  succeeded  to 
their  old  judicial  powers  and  in  which  they  themselves  kept 
only  a  barren  presidency.  Their  old  administrative  and 
military  functions,  so  far  as  Demos  did  not  take  them  upon 
himself,  were  handed  over  to  his  favourite  magistracy,  the 
Ten  Generals,  We  may  be  quite  sure  that  this  change  was 
at  least  far  advanced  before  the  lot  was  made  to  decide  their 
appointment.  The  lot  was  never  applied  at  Athens  to 
offices  which  called  for  any  special  fitness.*  Generals  and 
ambassadors  were  always  chosen  by  the  Assembly.  It 
follows  that,  so  long  as  the  Archons  were  still  the  effective 
heads  of  the  state,  they  were  appointed  in  the  same  way. 
The  lot  could  only  have  come  in  after  the  Archons  had  been 
cut  down  to  mere  routine  duties,  which  it  was  held  that  any 
respectable  citizen  was  able  to  go  through.  Notoriously 
discreditable  persons  would  either  be  shut  out  by  the  Bohi- 
masia  or  examination  before  admission  to  office,  or  else 
punished  at  the  Euthyne  or  examination  after  their  term  of 
office  was  over. 

The  following  then  must  have  been  the  order  of  the  three 
changes.  First,  All  citizens  were  made  admissible  to  the 
archonship.  Secondly,  The  powers  of  the  archonship  were  so 
cut  down  as  to  be  within  the  competence  of  any  respectable 
citizen.  Thirdly,  The  Archons  were  appointed  by  lot.  But  it 
is  allowed  on  all  hands  that  all  citizens  were  not  admissible 
to  the  archonship  till  after  the  battle  of  Plataia.  It  follows 
therefore  that,  at  least  up  to  that  time,  the  Archons  were 
elected,!  and  that  they  still  held  powers  which  needed  special 

*  To  KKr]p(OTas  elvai  ras  apx^s  fj  nacras  rj  oaai  firj  {inreiplas  deovrai  <al 
Te'xi"?s-     Arist.  Pol.  vi.  2.  5. 

t  The  only  objection  to  this  view  is  the  expression  of  Herodotus  with 
regard  to  Kallimachos  at  Marathon,  6  ra  Kvafico  Xaxiov  noXefiapxos.  Now 
Herodotus  directly  bears  witness  to  the  fact  that  at  that  time  the  Polemarch 
still  held  high  military  command.      This  is  essential  to  the  story,  and 
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qualifications.  As  for  the  yearly  Senate,  where  the  same 
special  qualifications  were  not  needed  in  each  individual 
member,*  it  is  possible,  though  by  no  means  certain,  that  the 
lot  may  have  been  applied  to  their  appointment  as  early  as 
the  time  of  Kleisthenes. 

The  reforms  of  Kleisthenes  and  the  reforms  of  Aristeides 
mark  two  great  stages  in  the  democratic  march.  Under 
Peisistratos  and  his  sons,  patrician  and  plebeian  were  con- 
founded in  one  common  bondage,  which  most  likely  pressed 
more  heavily  upon  the  patrician.  Liberty  was  brought  back, 
and  the  legal  distinction  between  patrician  and  plebeian  was 
swept  away  by  the  legislation  of  Kleisthenes.  During  the 
Persian  invasion  rich  and  poor  showed  themselves  equal  in 
heroism  and  in  endurance  ;  the  This  did  and  suffered  side  by 
side  with  the  Pentahosiomedimnos.  Their  common  country  was 
won  back,  and  the  legal  distinction  between  rich  and  poor  was 
swept  away  by  the  legislation  of  Aristeides.  The  lot  and  the 
lessened  powers  of  the  Archons  must  soon  have  followed,  till 
at  last  the  full-grown  Democracy  showed  itself  under  Ephialtes 
and  Pericles.  What  the  Athenian  constitution  became  under 
them,  such  it  w^ent  on  being — with  the  short  interruptions  of 
the  Four  Hundred  and  the  Thirty — during  the  whole  remain- 
ing period  of  Athenian  independence.  It  was  only  by  the 
Macedonian  Antipatros — Philip  and  Alexander  had  spared 
her  thus  far — that  Athens  was  driven  once  more  to  set  up 


it  is  a  point  on  which  he  could  hardly  be  mistaken.  But  the  mention 
of  the  lot  is  a  mere  ohiter  dictum,  in  which  Herodotus  mii^ht  easily 
transfer  the  language  of  his  own  day  to  an  earlier  period.  Herodotus 
shows  that  in  B.C.  490  the  Pole  march  acted  as  a  General.  Now  the 
Generals  were  always  elected ;  surely  then  in  b.c.  490  the  Polemarch 
must  have  been  elected.  U'here  is  also  the  direct  witness  of  Isokrates 
and  of  Idomeneus  of  Lampsakos  quoted  by  Plutarch.  Their  direct 
authority  is  much  lower  than  that  of  Herodotus ;  but  their  positive 
statement  on  a  point  to  which  they  are  speciall^^  referring,  may  counter- 
balance his  mere  casual  aUusion.     See  Grote,  vol.  iv.  p.  197. 

*  See  Lysias,  c.  Evan.  §  14.     The  whole  siieech  should  be  studied  as 
illustrative  of  the  Dokimasia. 
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a  money  qualification  for  the  exercise  of  her  now  narrowed 
and  dishonoured  citizenship. 

And  now  what  was  the  true  nature  of  the  full-grown 
Athenian  constitution,  that  great  Democracy  which  has  been 
made  the  object  of  such  unsparing  abuse,  and  of  which  Mr. 
Grote  stands  forth  as  the  defender  ?  The  essence  of  this  typi- 
cal Greek  Democracy  is  that  it  unites  all  power,  legislative, 
executive,  and  judicial,  in  the  Assembly  of  the  People.  The 
essence  of  pure  Democracy,  as  it  was  understood  by  Demos 
himself,  was  that  the  assembled  people  should  be  Tyrant ; 
the  name  at  which  he  shuddered  when  applied  to  a  '  single 
person,'  he  seems  rather  to  have  rejoiced  in  when  it  was 
applied  to  his  own  collective  majesty.*  In  the  popular 
Assembly,  where  every  citizen,  rich  or  poor,  has  an  equal 
vote,  centres  the  whole  authority,  legislative,  judicial,  and 
executive.  It  may  be  convenient  to  delegate  some  of  its 
functions  to  committees  taken  by  lot  from  its  own  number ; 
hence  we  have  a  probouleutic  Senate  and  popular  courts  of 
judicature ;  but  these  bodies  never  lose  the  character  of 
committees  of  the  sovereign  Assembly  ;  the  courts  of  justice 
are  by  the  orators  who  address  them  constantly  identified 
with  the  political  Ekklesia,  and  they  are  held  to  be  animated 
by  the  same  views  and  passions.  Hence  too  magistrates 
have  no  independent  authority ;  the  Archon,  and  even  the 
General,  is  the  mere  executor  of  the  will  of  the  sovereign 
People  ;  the  former  indeed  is  charged  with  little  more  than 
to  carry  out,  formally  and  ministerially,  certain  routine 
duties  of  police  and  ceremonial  religion.  The  division  of 
powers  which  we  look  on  as  so  essential  to  good  government 
was  at  Athens  never  heard  of.  Demos  was  himself  King, 
Minister,  and  Parliament.  He  had  his  smaller  officials  to 
carry  out  the  necessary  details  of  public  business,  but  he  was 

*  Arist.  Eq.  1027,  1113,  1329,  1331.  Thuc.  ii.  63,  iii.  37.  Isok. 
Areop.  29.  &)$■  Se  trui/rd/xcos  elnflv,  iKflvoi  bteyvuiKOTes  rjcrav  ort  Bf^roi/  Arj^iov, 
wsTTfp  Tvpavvov,  KiiBicTTavai  ras  dp^ns  Koi  KoXd^fivrovs  e^afiaprdvovras  Ka\ 
Kpiveiv  Trepi  tcov  dp(f)icr8^Tovp(V(i)v,  roiis  5e  crxo^^^  ayeiv  dvvafievovs  Koi  ^lov 
"iKavov  KfKTrjpeiiovs  f7n[i€\eL<j6ai  tuv  KoivStv  wsntp  olKtras.  Cf.  Mitford, 
cljap.  37,  sect.  vii. 
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most  undoubtedly  his  own  First  Lord  of  the  Treasury,  his 
own  Foreign  Secretary,  his  own  Secretary  for  the  Colonies. 
He  himself  kept  up  a  personal  correspondence  both  with 
foreign  potentates  and  with  his  own  officers  on  foreign 
service ;  the  '  despatches '  of  Nikias  and  the  *  notes '  of  Philip 
were  alike  addressed  to  no  officer  short  of  the  sovereign  him- 
self;  he  gave  personal  audience  to  the  ambassadors  of  other 
states,  and  clothed  his  own  with  as  great  or  small  a  share  as 
he  deemed  good  of  his  own  boundless  authority.  He  had  no 
need  to  entrust  the  care  of  his  thousand  dependencies  to  the 
mysterious  working  of  a  Foreign  Office ;  he  himself  sat  in 
judgement  upon  Mitylenaian  rebels  ;  he  himself  settled  the 
allotment  of  lands  at  Chalkis  or  Amphipolis  ;  he  decreed  by 
his  own  wisdom  what  duties  should  be  levied  at  the  sound 
of  Byzantion ;  he  even  ventured  on  a  task  of  which  two-and- 
twenty  ages  have  not  lessened  the  difficulty,  and  undertook, 
without  the  help  of  a  Lord  High  Commissioner,  to  adjust  the 
relations  and  compose  the  seditions  even  of  Korkyra  and 
Zakynthos.*  He  was  his  own  Lord  High  Chancellor,  his 
own  Lord  Primate,  his  own  Commander-in-Chief.  He 
listened  to  the  arguments  of  Kleon  on  behalf  of  a  measure, 
and  to  the  arguments  of  Nikias  against  it,  and  he  ended  by 
bidding  Nikias  to  go  and  carry  out  the  proposal  w^hich  he 
had  denounced  as  extravagant  or  unjust.  He  listened  with 
approval  to  his  own  '  explanations '  ;  he  passed  votes  of  con- 
fidence in  his  own  policy ;  he  advised  himself  to  give  his 
own  royal  assent  to  the  bills  which  he  had  himself  passed, 
without  the  form  of  a  second  or  third  reading,  or  the  vain 
ceremony  of  moving  that  the  Prytaneis  do  leave  their  chairs. 

Demos  then  was  Tyrant ;  and  now  the  question  comes, 
Did  he  use  his  despotic  powers  well  or  ill  ?  Did  he  truly 
bring  himself  under  the  censure  of  a  great  historian,  who 
lays  down  the  rule  that  an  assembly  of  even  'five  or  six 
hundred  persons  has  '  a  tendency  to  become  a  mob ; '  and 

*  [Let  EDglisliraeu  be  thankful  that  this  responsibility  no  longer  lies 
upon  them.     1873.] 

L    2 
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that  *a  eoimtry  of  whicli  the  supreme  executive  council  is  a 
mob  is  surely  in  a  perilous  situation  '  ?  *  This  is  doubtless 
very  good  constitutional  doctrine  for  an  age  of  Cabinet 
Councils  and  diplomatic  conferences ;  but  a  Greek  of  the 
fourth  or  fifth  century  before  Christ  might  well  have 
doubted  it.  The  supreme  executive  council  of  his  most 
illustrious  city  was  a  mob,  not  merely  of  five  or  six  hundred^ 
but  of  five  or  six  thousand,  conceivably  of  from  twenty  to 
thirty  thousand.  This  mob  restrained  itself  just  where  a 
modern  Parliament  gives  itself  full  freedom,  and  it  gave 
itself  full  freedom  just  where  a  modern  Parliament  restrains 
itself.  Its  legislative  powers  were  greatly  narrowed  by  one 
of  its  own  committees  ;  f  but  its  executive  powers  were  un- 
bounded. This  mob,  as  we  have  seen,  made  peace  and  war  ; 
it  appointed  generals  and  gave  them  instructions ;  it  gave 
audience  to  foreign  ambassadors  and  discussed  their  pro- 
posals; it  appointed  its  own  ambassadors,  and  gave  them 
instructions  for  foreign  jwwers.J  If  comparative  secrecy 
was  ever  needed  in  a  diplomatic  transaction,  the  larger  mob 
which  counted  its  thousands  handed  over  its  powers  to  the 
smaller  mob  of  five  hundred  which  formed  the  Senate  of  the 
republic.§  Generals,  ambassadors,  and  other  ministers,  were 
of  course  allowed  a  certain  liberty  and  authority,  but  so  are 
the  generals  and  ambassadors  of  the  most  absolute  despot. 
But  the  control  which  Demos  exercised  over  generals  and 
ambassadors  was  the  control  of  a  '  Government/  not  merely 
the  control  of  a  Parliament.  The  Athenian  system  admitted 
of  individual  Ministers,  but  it  admitted  of  nothing  in  the 
shape  of  a  Ministry.  Even  the  probouleutic  Senate  did  not 
take  on  itself  the  functions  of  a  Cabinet.  It  was  by  the 
Sovereign  Assembly  that  all  public  servants  were  directly 
apix)inted;  it  was  to  the  Sovereign  Assembly  that  they 
were  directly  responsible. 

*  Macaulay's  History  of  England,  vol.  iv.  p.  434. 

t  The  sworn  Nomotbetai.     See  Grote,  vol.  iv.  p.  500. 

X  'O  yap  Trjv  x^'P"  v^av  ^iXkcov  aipnv,  ovtos  6  Trpfa^fvav  iariv,  Snorfp 
UP  aira  SoKJ/,  Ka\  tt]v  dpijvrji^  Ka\  rov  TroXe/noi'  noiflv.  Antlok.  Ilepi  Eip. 
p.  41.  '  §  Sue  Grote,  vol.  xi.  p.  332. 
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Now  a  fair  examination  of  Grecian  history  will  assuredly 
lead  us  to  the  conclusion  that  this  mob  clothed  with  exe- 
cutive functions  made  one  of  the  best  governments  which 
the  world  ever  saw.  It  did  not  work  impossibilities ;  it 
did  not  change  earth  into  paradise  nor  men  into  angels ; 
it  did  not  forestall  every  improvement  which  has  since 
appeared  in  the  world ;  still  less  did  it  forestall  ail  the 
improvements  which  we  may  trust  are  yet  in  store  for  man- 
kind. But  that  government  cannot  bo  called  a  bad  one 
which  is  better  than  any  other  government  of  its  own  time. 
And  surely  that  government  must  be  called  a  good  one  which 
is  a  marked  improvement  upon  every  government  which  has 
gone  before  it.  The  Athenian  Democracy  is  entitled  to  both 
these  kinds  of  praise.  Demos  was  guilty  of  some  follies  and 
some  crimes ;  but  he  was  guilty  of  fewer  follies  and  fewer 
crimes,  and  he  did  more  wise  and  noble  deeds,  than  any 
government  of  his  own  or  of  any  earlier  age. 

First  then,  the  Democracy  of  Athens  was  the  first  great 
instance  which  the  world  ever  saw  of  the  substitution  of  law 
for  force.  Here,  as  usual,  we  find  in  Athens  the  highest 
instance  of  a  tendency  common  to  all  Greece.  The  rudest 
Greek  community  had  a  far  more  advanced  conception  of 
law  than  any  barbarian  state  which  it  came  across.  The 
Athenian  Democracy  carried  the  conception  into  more  perfect 
working  than  any  other  state  in  Greece.  The  history  of  an 
eastern  despotism  is  commonly  a  history  of  usurpations, 
rebellions,  and  massacres.  Blood  is  shed  without  mercy  to 
decide  which  of  two  rival  men  shall  be  the  despot.  In  too 
many  Greek  commonwealths,  blood  was  shed  with  hardly 
more  of  mercy  to  decide  which  of  two  political  parties  should 
have  the  upper  hand.  But  even  here,  as  the  aim  of  the 
Greek  is  one  degree  nobler,  so  are  his  means  one  degree 
less  cruel.  The  barbarian  mutilates,  impales,  crucifies  :  the 
Greek  simply  slays.  Again,  what  the  Greek  of  Argos  or 
Korkyra  is  to  the  barbarian,  the  Greek  of  A.thens  is  to  the 
Greek  of  Argos  or  Korkyra.  The  Athenian,  at  least  the 
democratic  Athenian,  does  not  even  slay.     Demos  put  some 
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men  to  death  unjustly,  some  illegally ;  the  Generals  at 
Arginousai  died  by  a  bill  of  attainder  worthy  of  a  Tudor 
Parliament ;  but  Demos  was  never  guilty  of  massacre  or 
assassination  in  any  civil  struggle.  The  dagger  of  the 
assassin,  the  hemlock  administered  without  trial,  were  the 
weapons  only  of  his  enemies.  Their  use  was  confined  to  the 
good,  the  noble,  the  refined,  the  men  of  birth  and  culture, 
the  boasted  ySeA-TtcTTot  and /caXo/caya^ot  who  shared  the  power, 
and  abetted  the  crimes,  of  the  Four  Hundred  and  the  Th'irty. 
Never  did  the  history  of  the  world  show  forth  nobler 
instances  of  moderation  and  good  faith  than  the  conduct  of 
the  Athenian  People  on  each  occasion  of  its  restoration. 
In  no  other  city  could  such  a  triumph  have  been  wrought 
without  wholesale  confiscations  and  massacres.  The  vic- 
torious Demos  was  satisfied  with  the  legal  trial  and  execution 
of  a  few  notorious  traitors.  For  the  rest  an  amnesty  was 
proclaimed;  oaths  were  sworn,  and,  as  even  the  oligarchic 
historian  pointedly  tells  us,  the  People  abode  by  its  oaths.* 
Such  was  the  result  of  a  form  of  government  in  which  every 
citizen  partook,  where  every  question  was  fairly  argued  on 
both  sides,  and  where  the  minority  peaceably  yielded  to  an 
adverse  vote. 

But  we  are  told  that  the  Athenian  people  were  jealous 
and  suspicious  of  their  most  distinguished  citizens.  Aris- 
teides  was  ostracized,  Perikles  was  fined,  Sokrates  was  put 
to  death,  Iphikrates  and  Chabrias  dared  not  live  at  home 
for  fear  of  popular  jealousy.  No  rich  man  had  a  moment's 
quiet  between  liturgies  on  the  one  hand  and  sycophants  on 
the  other.  Base  and  selfish  demagogues  enjoyed  the  con- 
fidence from  which  high-born  and  virtuous  aristocrats  were 
debarred.  Such  is  the  picture  commonly  drawn  of  the  prac- 
tical working  of  Athenian  freedom.  Let  us  group  together 
all  these  charges  into  two  or  three.  First,  then,  what  was 
the  general  condition  of  a  rich  man  at  Athens  ? 

The  real  ground  of  complaint  brought  against  the  Athenian 

*     Tots  opKOLS  iynievei  6  AiJ/ior.Xen,  Hell.  ii.  4,  43. 
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Democracy  by  its  aristocratic  enemies  was  simply  that  it 
kept  them  from  somewhat  of  that  licence  to  do  evil  which 
they  enjoyed  elsewhere.  We  may  judge  of  the  real  nature 
of  their  wrongs  by  one  charge  which  is  gravely  brought 
against  Athens  by  her  own  apostate  citizen.  She  did  not 
indeed  forestall  our  own  fathers  and  grandfathers  by 
abolishing  either  slavery  or  the  slave-trade ;  but  she  at 
least  did  something  to  lighten  the  yoke  of  the  slave.  At 
Athens,  says  Xenophon,*  a  man  did  not  dare  to  beat  a 
foreigner  or  another  man's  slave :  in  well-regulated  Sparta 
such  liberty  seems  to  have  been  allowed.  But  what  did  the 
rich  really  suffer?  All  legal  advantages  had  been  taken 
away  both  from  birth  and  wealth  ;  but  in  all  ages  birth  and 
wealth  carry  with  them  certain  natural  advantages  which 
no  legislation  can  take  away.  And  these  advantages  the 
Athenian  aristocrats  enjoyed  only  too  freely.  What  licence 
the  rich  practically  exercised  even  under  the  full-grown 
Democracy  we  see  in  the  stories  of  Alkibiades  and  Meidias. 
What  licence  they  deemed  themselves  entitled  to  we  see  in 
the  share  taken  by  the  whole  equestrian  order  in  the  vilest 
deeds  of  the  Thirty.  The  high  and  honourable  offices  of  the 
commonwealth  were  all  but  exclusively  held  by  them.  It 
was  rare  indeed  that  the  fleets  and  armies  of  Athens  were 
commanded  by  other  than  men  of  old  aristocratic  blood. 
If  the  rich  man  was  burthened  with  heavy  and  costly 
liturgies,  if  he  had  to  furnish  a  chorus  or  to  fit  out  a  trireme, 
we  commonly  find  that  he  laid  out  a  sum  far  beyond  his 
legal  liability,  in  order  to  make  political  capital  out  of 
his  munificence.! 

Again,  did  the  Athenian  Demos  deserve  either  the  charge  of 
inconstancy  so  commonly  brought  against  it,  or  that  other 
charge  which  Macaulay  brings  in  its  stead  against '  the  com- 
mon people,'  namely,  that  'they  almost  invariably  choose 
their  favourite  so  ill,  that  their  constancy  is  a  vice  and  not 


*  De  liep.  Ath.  i.  10. 

t  See  Lysias,  'Att.  Acop.  §  2-9.     ^r}^-  Kar.  §  16.     Ilepi  Evav.  §  4. 
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a  virtue  ? '  *    Do  the  '  common  people  '  of  Athens,  the  mob 
of  lamp-makers,  lyre-makers,  and  leather-sellers,  fairly  come 
under  either  charge  ?    With  regard  to  measures,  their  fault 
was  certainly  rather  obstinacy  than  inconstancy.     Till  their 
energy  began  to   fail   them  altogether,  they  were,  as  the 
fatal  Sicilian  expedition  proved,  only  too  slow  to  change, 
too   fully  bent  on   cleaving  to  a  policy  after  it  had  been 
shown  to  be  hurtful.     But,  if  they  were  obstinate   about 
measures,  were  they  fickle  about  men?    Were  they  either 
inconstant   in  their   attachments,  or  did   they  form  those 
attachments  on  slight  grounds  ?  They  are  said  to  have  been 
inconstant   because  Miltiades  was  fined.     This  charge  Mr. 
Grote  t  has  tossed  to  the  winds.      No  man  can  dare  to  bring 
it  up  again,  unless  he  is  ready  to  lay  down  the  principle 
that  one  great  public  service  is  to  secure  a  man  from  punish- 
ment for  all  his  after  offences.     In  fact,  instead  of  fickle- 
ness, the  Athenians  seem  rather  to  have  been  remarkable  for 
strange   constancy  to   their   favourites.     Take  the  case  of 
Nikias  at  one  stage  of  their  history,  and  that  of  Phokion 
at  another.      Nikias,  on  whom  we  hold  that  Mr.  Grote  is 
unduly  hard,  was  a  rich  man,  a  man  of  decided  aristocratic 
tendencies,  but  one  who  never  fotind  that  either  his  wealth 
or  his  politics  laid  him  open  to  public  jealousy  or  mistrust. 
Phokion  was  poor;  but  of  all  men  he  was  the  last  to  be 
called  a  flatterer  of  the  People ;  he  was  rather  remarkable 
for  saying  the  most  unpleasant  things  in  the  most  unpleasant 
way.     Yet,  year  after  year,  first  Nikias,  and  then  Phokion, 
were  elected  Generals  of  the  commonwealth.     Nikias  kept 
to  the  last  a  confidence  which  proved  fatal  both  to  himself 
and  to  the  state.     Phokion  at  last  drank  the  hemlock  juice  ; 
but  it  was  not  till  Athens  had  lost  her  freedom  ;  it  was  not 
till  he  had  been  the  accomplice  of  her  oppressors  ;  and  even 
then,  it  was  not  by  the  lawful  sentence  of  the  People,  but  by 
the  voice  of  an  irregular  rabble,  hounded  on  by  a  foreign 
deliverer   or   conqueror.     In   the   greatest  crime  that  the 

*  History  of  England,  vol.  i.  p.  627.  t  Vol.  iv.  p.  497. 
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People  ever  did,  the  execution  of  the  Generals  at  xVrginousai, 
what  we  have  a  right  to  condemn  is  the  breach  of  the 
ordinary  securities  which  the  law  had  provided  for  accused 
persons.  On  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  the  Generals  them- 
selves it  is  hardly  safe  to  pronounce  with  confidence.* 

But  what  has  the  apologist  of  Athens  to  say  to  the  insti- 
tution of  ostracism?  Aristeides,  Themistoklcs,  Kimon,  Thucy- 
dides  son  of  Melesias,  were  all  ostracized  ;  all,  that  is,  were 
banished  without  crime — banished,  we  might  almost  say, 
avowedly  on  account  of  their  merits.  Mr.  Grote  has,  we  think, 
made  out  a  very  fair  case  in  behalf  of  the  ostracism.  It  was 
a  rude  and  imperfect  means  of  meeting  a  temporary  danger, 
while  the  Democracy  was  still  in  a  rude  and  imperfect  state. 
In  the  fully  developed  Democracy  ostracism  had  no  place  ;  it 
was  never  formally  abolished,  but  it  silently  dropped  out  of 
use.  It  was  bad  in  theory ;  it  could  have  no  place  in  a 
fixed  and  settled  polity ;  but  it  was  meant  to  meet — and 
perhaps  no  other  means  could  have  met — a  real  danger 
during  the  infancy  of  the  commonwealth.  In  most  Greek 
cities,  the  triumph  of  one  political  party  carried  with  it  the 
slaughter,  exile,  and  confiscation  of  the  other.  Ostracism 
was  meant  to  hinder  these  horrors  ;  it  did  hinder  them  very 
thoroughly.  Ostracism  stood  instead  of  revolutions,  proscrip- 
tions, bills  of  attainder.  When  civil  strife  seemed  to  hang 
over  the  state,  the  People  were  called  on  to  decide  who  was 
the  dangerous  person.  If  six  thousand  secret  votes  agreed 
in  naming  the  same  person,  he  had  to  go  abroad  for  ten 
years.  He  could  hardly  be  said  to  be  banished  ;  still  less 
was  he   dishonoured.!     His   property  was   untouched ;   his 

*  Mr.  Grote's  remarks  on  this  event  are  throughout  most  weighty.  He 
leans  however  a  little  more  to  the  unfavourable  side,  as  regards  the  Gene- 
rals than  we  are  disposed  to  do. 

[I  shall  say  something  more  on  this  head  in  the  Appendix  to  this 
Essay.] 

t  The  pseudo-Andokides  (c.  Alcib.  4)  saj's  that  ostracism  was  too 
heavy  a  punishment  for  private,  too  light  for  public  oflences ;  tu>v  8e 
drjuocricov  fiiKpav  Koi  ov8ev6s  d^iav  fjyovfiai  (rjixuiv,  i^ov  KoXafetJ'  xprjuacr i 
KCLi  8fafia  Koi  duvdrco. 


154  THE  ATHENIAN  DEMOCRACY.  [Essay 

political  rights  were  merely  suspended ;  in  many  cases  he 
was  actually  recalled  before  his  whole  time  of  absence  was 
over.  Ostracism  then  might  be  an  evil,  perhaps  a  wrong  ; 
but  it  was  the  only  way  that  showed  itself  of  hindering  far 
greater  evils  and  far  greater  wrongs.  The  honourable  exile 
of  one  stood  instead  of  the  proscription  of  many.  Ostracism 
did  its  work  and  then  disappeared.  It  became  as  wholly  out 
of  date  under  the  later  Democracy  as  the  far  sterner  safe- 
guard of  impeachment  has  now  become  in  England.  In 
both  cases  liberty  has  grown  strong  enough  to  dispense 
with  any  exceptional  safeguard.  It  lias  been  found  that 
party-spirit  can  be  kept  within  legal  and  constitutional 
bounds  without  resorting  to  extra-legal  means  for  its 
restraint. 

But  Demos  not  only  banished  his  statesmen ;  he  allowed 
himself  to  be  led  by  his  Demagogues.  Now  on  this  head  not 
only  is  there  a  great  popular  misconception  afloat,  but  we  can- 
not help  thinking  that  Mr.  Grote  himself  labours  under  a 
certain  amount  of  misconception.  Mr.  Grote  delights  to  call 
the  Demagogues  'opposition  speakers/  in  contrast  to  the  great 
men  of  action  whom  he  half  looks  on  as  an  executive  Cabinet. 
He  evidently  has  in  his  mind  the  vision  of  Joseph  Hume 
calling  the  ministerial  estimates  over  the  coals,  or  of  his  own 
annual  motion  for  the  ballot  defeated  by  the  frowns  of  the 
Treasury  benches  or  the  apathy  of  the  Opposition  itself.* 
He  does  not  always  remember,  what  no  man  knows  better 
than  himself  as  matter  of  fact,  that  at  Athens  there  were 
no  Treasury  benches,  no  ministerial  estimates,  and  there- 
fore no  opposition  speakers.  He  allows  that  the  term  is  not 
strictly  accurate :  to  us  it  seems  not  only  not  to  be  strictly 
accurate  but  to  be  altogether  misleading.  There  is  hardly  any 
analogy  between  the  two  cases.  The  direct  sovereignty  vested 
in  the  Assembly  admitted  of  nothing  answering  to  office  and 
opposition.  Mr.  Grote  looks  on  Nikias  as  being  in  office,  and 
Kleon  as  being  in  opposition.     Now  undoubtedly,  as  one  of 

*  [Pity  that  the  historian  could  not  see  the  fruit  of  his  own  labours  in 
1872.] 
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the  Generals  of  the  commonwealth,  Nikias  was,  in  a  certain 
sense,  '  in  office.'  He  held  one  of  the  highest  places  of  trust 
and  authority  in  the  state.  But  he  was  not  in  office  in  the 
same  sense  in  which  Lord  Palmerston  or  Lord  Derby  was  in 
office  amonu;  ourselves.  He  was  not  in  office  even  in  the 
same  sense  in  which  Quintus  Fabius  or  Manius  Curius  was 
in  office  at  Kome,  or  in  which  Aratos  or  Lydiadas  was  in  office 
in  the  Achaian  League.  With  us  a  minister  whose  policy  is 
no  longer  followed  is  held  to  be  no  longer  trusted,  and  he  no 
longer  retains  office.  But  Nikias  constantly  saw  his  policy 
set  aside,  while  he  himself  still  continued  to  be  trusted,  and 
still  continued  to  retain  office.  Out  of  the  Assembly  Nikias 
was  a  great  officer  of  the  commonwealth,  armed  with  high 
authority  to  carry  out  the  bidding  of  the  Assembly.  In 
the  Assembly  Nikias  was  one  citizen  out  of  some  thousands, 
a  citizen  who  was  always  listened  to  with  respect,  but  whose 
advice  was  sometimes  followed  and  sometimes  not.  Kleon, 
in  the  Assembly,  stood  in  the  same  position  as  Nikias.  He 
often  canvassed  the  doings  of  men  in  office ;  but  he  often 
persuaded  the  People  to  follow  his  policy  rather  than  theirs. 
Now  the  idea  of  an  *  opposition  speaker '  implies  that 
his  policy  is  not  at  present  followed.  We  hold  then 
that  it  is  not  merely  not  strictly  accurate,  but  that  it  is 
thoroughly  misleading,  to  apply  the  name  to  an  Athenian 
Demagogue.* 

The  word  Demagogue  means  simply  '  a   leader  of   the 

*  The  late  Professor  Grote,  in  a  pamphlet  in  answer  to  a  puny  attack 
on  his  brother,  acutely  remarked  that  Mr.  Grote  had  been  somewhat 
misled  by  assuming  the  position  of  Kleon  at  Athens  as  being  the  same  as 
that  of  Athenagoras  at  Syracuse.  Now  the  speech  of  Athenagoras  in 
1'hucydides  does  read  like  that  of  an  '  opposition  speaker.'  He  talks  like 
one  who  has  been  kept  in  the  dark  about  public  affairs,  and  who  wants 
to  get  an  answer  out  of  men  in  office.  We  do  not  know  the  details 
of  the  Syracusian  constitution,  and  the  probability  is  that  at  this  time  it 
entrusted  individual  magistrates  with  greater  powers  than  was  the  case  at 
Athens.  Such  is  the  natural  inference  from  the  debate  in  Thucydides 
while  Aristotle  distinctly  says  that  Syracuse  became,  after  the  Athenian 
invasion,  more  democratic  than  before.  See  Grote,  vol.  x.  p.  538.  In  no 
case  can  we  safely  argue  from  one  Greek  city  to  another. 
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people/*  and  it  belongs  to  Themistokles  and  Perikles  as 
much  as  to  Kleon  and  Hyperbolos.  But,  apart  from  any 
invidious  meaning,  it  means,  in  its  later  use,  a  political 
leader  who  is  not  also  a  military  leader.  The  Demagogue 
is  a  citizen  whose  advice  the  Assembly  habitually  takes,  but 
whom  it  does  not  place  at  the  head  of  its  armies.  In  early 
times  political  and  military  autliority  always  go  together. 
Homer's  perfect  ruler  is 

dfj.(p6T€pov  j3acrikevs  t  ayaBos  icparepus  t  aLXp.riTr]s- 

And  this  Homeric  sentiment  long  survived  the  establishment 
of  democracy.  Miltiades,  Aristeides,  and  Themistokles,  were 
great  alike  on  the  battle-field  and  in  the  Assembly.  But, 
as  both  military  and  political  science  advanced,  it  was  found 
that  the  highest  merit  in  the  one  was  not  always  found  in 
company  with  the  highest  merit  in  the  other.  The  cha- 
racters of  the  military  commander  and  the  political  leader 
were  gradually  separated.  The  first  germs  of  this  division 
we  find  in  the  days  of  Kimon  and  Perikles.  Kimon  was  no 
mean  politician ;  but  his  real  genius  clearly  called  him  to 
warfare  with  the  barbarian.  Perikles  was  an  able  and  suc- 
cessful general ;  but  in  him  the  military  character  was  quite 
subordinate  to  that  of  the  political  leader.  It  was  a  wise 
compromise  which  entrusted  Kimon  with  the  defence  of  the 
state  abroad  and  Perikles  with  its  management  at  home. 
After  Perikles  the  separation  widened.  We  nowhere  hear 
of  Demosthenes  and  Phormion  as  political  leaders ;  and  even 
in  Nikias  the  political  is  subordinate  to  the  military  character. 
Kleon,  on  the  other  hand,  was  a  politician  but  not  a  soldier. 
But  the  old  notion  of  combining  military  and  political 
position  was  not  quite  lost.  It  was  still  deemed  that  he  who 
proposed  a  warlike  expedition  should  himself,  if  it  were 
needful,  be  able  to  conduct  it.  Kleon  in  an  evil  hour  was 
tempted  to  take  on  himself  military  functions  :  he  was  forced 
into  command  against  Sphakteria;    by  the  able  and  loyal 

*  Lysias  does  not  scruple  to  speak  of  dyado\  8t]p.aya>yoi,  and  to  point  out 
their  duties.     Kara  'Ettik.  §11. 
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help  of  Demosthenes  he  acquitted  himself  with  honour. 
But  his  head  was  turned  by  success ;  he  aspired  to  indepen- 
dent command  ;  he  measured  himself  against  the  mighty 
Brasidas ;  and  the  fatal  battle  of  Ainphipolis  was  the  result. 
It  now  became  clear  that'  the  Demagogue  and  the  General 
must  commonly  be  two  distinct  persons.  The  versatile 
genius  of  Alkibiades  again  united  the  two  characters ;  but 
he  left  no  successor.  The  soldier  Thrasyboulos  needed  the 
help  of  the  civilian  Archinos  to  give  its  new  life  to  the 
restored  Democracy.  Konon,  Iphikrates,  Chabrias,  Timo- 
theos,  were  almost  exclusively  generals ;  Kallistratos  De- 
mosthenes, Hyperides,  and  ^schines,  were  quite  exclusively 
demagogues.  Phokion  alone  united  something  of  both 
characters.  But  Phokion  was  primarily  a  general :  in  the 
Assembly  he  was  more  truly  an  '  opposition-speaker '  than 
Ivleon ;  at  least  he  commonly  spoke  in  opj)osition  to  the 
prevailing  opinions  of  his  time. 

In  fact,  as  times  advanced,  the  separation  between  the  two 
characters  became  too  wide.  Their  final  separation  is  closely 
connected  with  that  decay  of  military  spirit  in  Greece  which 
is  so  instructively  dealt  with  by  Mr.  Grote  in  his  eleventh 
volume.  Under  the  old  system,  citizen  and  soldier,  political 
and  military  leader,  had  been  convertible  terms.  The  orator 
who  proposed  an  expedition  was  the  general  who  commanded 
it.  The  citizens  who  voted  for  his  proposal  were  the  soldiers 
who  served  under  his  command.  But  the  later  Athenians 
shrank  from  military  service  in  their  own  persons.  Nor  was 
the  evil  peculiar  to  Athens.  Throughout  Greece  there  arose 
a  class  of  professional  soldiers.  Now  in  Greece  a  professional 
soldier  could  hardly  be  distinguished  from  a  mercenary,  and 
a  mercenary  could  hardly  be  distinguished  from  a  brigand. 
Professional  soldiers  of  this  kind  needed  professional  generals, 
just  as  naturally  as  the  citizen-soldiers  of  earlier  times  needed 
orator-generals.  We  are  told  that  it  was  because  of  the 
jealousy  of  the  people  that  Iphikrates  and  Chabrias  com- 
monly lived  away  from  Athens.  The  real  case  is  very  plain. 
Iphikrates  and  Chabrias  were  professional  generals.     When 
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their  country  was  at  war,  they  served  their  country.  When 
their  country  was  at  peace,  they  liked  better  to  serve  some 
one  else  than  to  live  quietly  at  home.  Iphikrates  even  went 
so  far  as  to  help  his  barbarian  father-in-law  in  a  contest  with 
Athens.  From  professional  generals  of  this  kind  there  is 
surely  but  one  step  to  professional  robbers  like  Chares  and 
Charidemos  of  Euboia. 

A  Demagogue  then  was  simply  an  influential  speaker  of 
popular  politics.  Demosthenes  is  commonly  distinguished 
as  an  orator,  while  Kleon  is  branded  as  a  Demagogue ;  but 
the  position  of  the  one  was  the  same  as  the  position  of  the 
other.  The  only  question  is  as  to  the  wisdom  and  the 
honesty  of  the  advice  given  either  by  Kleon  or  by  Demos- 
thenes. Now  no  part  of  Mr.  Grote's  History  took  the  world 
more  by  surprise  than  his  elaborate  vindication  of  Kleon. 
A  vindication  we  may  fairly  call  it,  though  it  leaves  many 
points  in  Kleon's  character  open  to  blame,  when  we  compare 
it  with  the  unmeasured  invective  of  every  other  writer.  We 
suspect  that  Mr.  Grote  at  once  enjoyed  the  paradox,  and 
felt  himself  bound  to  say  something  on  behalf  of  the 
Demagogue.  We  do  not  wholly  go  along  with  him,  but  we 
must  say  that  his  defence  is  more  than  plausible ;  it  is 
perfectly  good  on  several  of  the  counts.  Two  remarks  we 
must  make.  We  are  told  that  the  Demagogues  flattered  the 
People.  Now  nothing  can  be  less  like  flattery  of  the  People 
than  Kleon's  speech  in  the  debate  on  Mitylene.  It  is  as  full 
of  reproaches  against  the  People  as  the  speeches  of  Demo- 
sthenes eighty  years  later.  Again,  we  are  told  that  Kleon 
was  so  frightfully  abusive.  He  could  hardly  be  more 
abusive  than  both  Demosthenes  and  ^Eschines.  Now  in 
Demosthenes  and  ^schines,  every  one  regrets  their  abusive 
language  as  a  fault ;  no  one  looks  on  it  as  wholly  destroying 
their  claim  to  honour.  Why  then  should  Kleon  receive 
harder  measure  ? 

With  the  character  of  Kleon  the  character  of  Thucydides 
is  inseparably  bound  up.  Mr.  Grote  has  brought  some 
censure  upon  himself  by  putting  forth  two  opinions  on  this 
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point.  First,  that  Thucytlides  was  to  blame  for  the  loss  of 
Amphipolis  ;  secondly,  that  the  disparaging  character  which 
he  gives  of  Kleon  was  partly  tlie  result  of  personal  enmity. 
Now  Thucydides  is  our  only  witness,  and  we  have  a  perfect 
right  to  cross-question  him.  And  we  think  Mr.  Grote  clearly 
shows  that  Thucydides  should  have  been  nowhere  but  at 
Amphipolis  when  Amphipolis  was  in  danger ;  at  all  events, 
Thucydides  gives  no  good  reason  for  his  being  at  Thasos. 
Mr.  Grote  in  no  way  disputes  the  truthfulness  of  Thucydides  ; 
he  only  disputes  the  propriety  of  his  military  conduct  as  re- 
ported by  himself.  The  Athenian  People,  by  whom  Thucy- 
dides was  banished,  clearly  took  the  same  view  as  Mr.  Grote. 
As  for  the  case  between  Thucydides  and  Kleon,  of  that  we 
have  spoken  elsewhere.*  Here  we  need  only  ask  why,  as  no 
one  thinks  himself  bound  to  accept  Thucydides'  judgement 
of  Antiphon,  it  should  be  thought  such  frightful  heresy  in 
Mr.  Grote  to  make  use  of  the  like  discretion  as  to  Thucydides' 
judgement  of  Kleon  ? 

The  judicial  system  of  the  Democracy  formed  a  most  re- 
markable feature  in  Athenian  life,  and  Mr.  Grote's  remarks 
upon  the  working  of  the  popular  courts  of  justice  are  among 
the  most  valuable  things  in  his  work.  But  we  think  that  he 
is  not  quite  clear  in  his  historical  view  as  to  their  introduction. 
When  speaking  of  Kleisthenes,  he  seems  to  attribute  more  to 
his  early  reform  than  he  afterwards  does  when  he  speaks  of 
Perikles.f  This  judicial  system,  which  at  any  rate  received 
its  final  perfection  from  the  hands  of  Perikles,  was,  as  Mr. 
Grote  truly  says,  an  exaggeration  of  jury  trial,  both  in  its 

*  See  above  p.  108. 

t  We  have  already  mentioned  Mr.  Grote's  mistranslation  of  the  passage 
in  Arist.  Pol.  ii.  12,  4.  ra  be  biKadrripia  fii<T6o(f)6pa  KaTearrjcre  HepiKX^y, 
which  he  renders  '  Perikles  first  constituted  the  paid  dikasteries;  that  is, 
the  dikasteries  as  well  as  the  pay  were  of  his  iutroductiun.'  Mr.  Grote's 
version,  we  need  hardly  sa}%  would  require  ra  8LKaa-TT]pia  ra  fiia-docpopa. 
But  it  is  just  possible  that  the  meaning  may  be  (paraphrastically)  some- 
thing of  this  kind :  '  Perikles,  in  instituting  the  diKaa-rrjpia,  made  them 
paid  rather  than  gratuitous.'  But,  on  turning  back  to  Mr.  Grote's  account 
of  Kleisthenes  (vol.  iv.  p.  187)  we  find  that  he  allows  very  considerable 
judicial  powers  to  have  been  vested  in  popular  bodies  by  his  constitution. 
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merits  and  its  defects.  We  should  remember  that  the 
Athenian  jurisprudence  was  much  less  complicated  than  our 
own,  and  that  there  was  no  class  of  professional  lawyers. 
The  question  was,  Who  shall  judge  ?  an  individual  Archon 
or  a  large  body  of  citizens  ?  All  Greek  experience  showed 
that,  where  a  single  magistrate  judged,  there  was  far  more 
danger  of  corruption,  oppression,  and  sacrifice  of  justice  to 
private  interest.  That  the  popular  courts  were  always 
inclined  to  undue  severity  is  a  mere  calumny.  Their  fault 
was  a  tendency  to  listen  to  irrelevant  matter  on  both  sides 
alike.  They  doubtless  pronounced  some  unrighteous  con- 
demnations and  some  unrighteous  acquittals,  but  the 
unrighteous  acquittals  were  at  least  as  common  as  the 
unrighteous  condemnations.* 

The  Athenian  system  of  jurisprudence  is  moreover  closely 
bound  up  with  one  of  the  most  important  subjects  of  all.  It 
is  bound  up  with  the  relations  of  Athens  to  her  dependencies 
among  other  Grrecian  cities.  Athens,  as  we  have  already 
said,  was  the  most  illustrious  of  Greek  states,  not  only  as  an 
individual  autonomous  city,  but  as  a  ruler  over  other  Greeks, 
and  as  a  Pan-hellenic  leader  against  the  Barbarian.  In  the 
latter  character  at  least  she  stands  unrivalled.  When  Croesus 
subdued  the  Ionic  cities,  Sparta  was  the  ally  of  the  first 
barbarian  who  bore  rule  over  Greeks.  When  the  same 
cities  revolted  against  Darius,  Athens  fought  by  their  side 
in  the  first  Greek  War  of  Independence.  During  the  great 
Persian  War,  Athens  was  the  one  Grecian  city  whose  en- 
durance never  failed  for  a  moment.  While  Northern  Greece 
fought  on  the  side  of  the  invader,  while  Peloponnesos  thought 
of  Peloponnesian  interests  alone,  Athens  never  flinched,  never 
faltered.  Her  fields  were  harried  ;  her  city  was  destroyed  ; 
the  most  favourable  terms  of  submission  were  offered  to  her  ; 
but  neither  fear  nor  hope  moved  her  for  a  moment.  She  rose 
far  above  that  local  jealousy  which  was  the  common  bane  of 
Hellas.     When  her  contingent  was  two-thirds  of  the  whole 

*  On  this  head  see  especially  Dem.  Ilepi  Uapanp.  §  252,  and  the  opening 
of  Lj-sias'  speech  against  Nikomachos. 
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fleet,  she  cheerfully  gave  up  the  command  to  a  Lacedaemonian 
landsman.  On  the  field  of  Plataia,  the  victors  of  Marathon 
were  ready  to  yield  the  place  of  honour  to  the  presumptuous 
pretensions  of  Tegea.  Athens,  more  than  any  other  state, 
drove  back  the  invader  from  Greece  itself;  Athens,  without 
any  help  from  the  mainland,  carried  a  triumphant  war  into 
his  own  territory.  She  freed  the  iEgsean  from  the  presence 
of  barbarian  fleets,  and  the  Greeks  of  Asia  from  the  presence 
of  barbarian  tribute-gatherers.  And  from  this  glorious 
position  she  never  willingly  drew  back.  The  Democracy  of 
Athens  was  never  numbered  among  the  pensioners  of  the 
Great  King,  till  the  oligarchy  of  Sparta  drove  her  to  such 
a  course  in  self-defence.  It  was  Sparta  who  first  betrayed 
the  Greeks  of  Asia  as  the  price  of  barbarian  help.  It  was 
Sparta  who  negotiated  the  shameful  peace  of  Antalkidas ; 
it  was  Sparta  who  again  acknowledged  the  Greeks  of  Asia 
as  the  subjects,  and  the  Greeks  of  Europe  as  something  very 
like  the  vassals,  of  the  power  which  Athens  had  kept  back 
three  days'  journey  from  the  shores  of  the  Grecian  seas. 

These  thoughts  lead  us  at  once  to  the  character  and 
position  of  Athens  as  a  ruler  over  other  Greeks.  When  the 
Spartans  withdrew  from  the  war  with  Persia,  the  Greek  cities 
of  Thrace,  Asia,  and  the  -i3EgEean  islands,  formed  themselves 
of  their  own  free  will  into  the  confederacy  of  Delos,  under  the 
presidency  of  Athens.  Mr.  Grote  has  well  shown  how,  by 
the  gradual  working  of  circumstances,  and  without  any  single 
coup  d'etat,  this  Athenian  presidency  was  changed  into  an 
Athenian  empire.  This  empire  began  in  a  pre-eminence 
honourably  won  and  willingly  bestowed ;  it  ended  in  a 
supremacy,  not  positively  oppressive,  but  offensive  to  Greek 
political  instincts,  and  exercised  with  little  regard  to  aught 
but  the  interests  of  the  ruling  city.  That  is  to  say,  Athens, 
like  every  other  recorded  state,  ancient  or  modern,  kingdom 
or  commonwealth,  could  not  withstand  the  temptation  to 
unjust  though  plausible  aggrandizement.  But  certainly 
Athens,  as  a  ruler  of  dependencies,  need  not  be  ashamed  of 
a  comparison  with  other  states  in  the  same  position.     The 
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subject  of  Athens  gained  some  solid  advantages :  he  saw  the 
sea  kept  clear  alike  from  pirates  and  from  hostile  fleets  ;  he 
was  wholly  at  rest  as  to  all  danger  from  the  Great  King  ;  if 
one  city  had  a  quarrel  with  another,  the  supremacy  of  Athens 
afforded  means  for  a  peaceful,  instead  of  a  warlike,  settle- 
ment of  differences.  Far  less  oppression  was  exercised  by 
Athenian  than  by  Persian  or  Spartan  commanders ;  and, 
when  instances  of  oppression  did  happen,  the  chance  of 
redress  was  far  greater  than  commonly  lies  open  to  subject 
commonwealths.  Here  we  see  one  great  advantage  of  the 
Athenian  system  of  judicature,  of  the  numerous  judges, 
the  publicity  of  proceedings,  the  free  licence  alike  of 
accusation  and  defence.  The  popular  courts  of  Athens,  as 
even  their  enemies  acknowledged,  were  ever  ready  to  punish 
the  wrong-doer.  Nor  does  it  appear  that  Athens,  as  a  general 
rule,  interfered  with  the  form  of  internal  government  in  the 
allied  cities.  But  all  these  advantages  which  the  allied 
cities  enjoyed  under  the  rule  of  Athens  were  purchased  at 
the  cost  of  what  the  Greek  loved  more  than  all  of  them,  the 
position  of  his  city  as  a  sovereign  state.  It  is  of  this  political 
degradation,  much  more  than  of  any  practical  oppression, 
that  the  orators  hostile  to  Athens  always  complain.  The 
Athenian  sway  was  not  hated  ;  but  it  was  acquiesced  in  with- 
out affection.  Revolts  were  almost  always  the  work  of  a 
few  leading  men,  without  the  consent,  sometimes  directly 
against  the  will,  of  the  people.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  the 
people  were  not  often  found  ready  to  do  or  to  suffer  any- 
thing in  the  cause  of  Athens.  Athens,  in  short,  was  not  an 
oppressive  sovereign,  but  she  was  a  sovereign  ;  and  the  mere 
existence  of  a  sovereign  was  hateful  to  the  political  instincts 
of  Greece. 

But  let  us  see  what  happened  when  the  Athenian  empire 
came  to  an  end,  when  Sparta  gave  herself  out  as  the 
liberator  and  president  of  Greece.  Freedom,  under  her, 
certainly  put  on  a  strange  form.  Athens  had  at  least  kept 
back  the  barbarian  :  Sparta  gave  up  the  Asiatic  Greeks  to 
be  subjects  of  Persia.     Athens,  satisfied  with  tribute,  left  the 
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internal  government  of  tlie  cities  to  themselves  :  Sparta  set 
up  a  narrow  oligarchy  in  eacli,  and  backed  it  by  a  Spartan 
governor  and  garrison.  Truly  the  subject  states  must  have 
longed  for  the  restoration  of  Athenian  bondage,  when  each 
Asiatic  city  bowed  to  a  Persian  satrap,  and  each  European 
city  to  a  Spartan  harmost.  One  main  principle  of  Spartan 
government  was  never  to  punish,  much  less  to  redress,  the 
evil  deeds  of  Spartan  commanders  abroad.  Phoibidas  seized 
the  Theban  Kadmeia  :  justice  was  mocked  by  the  infliction 
of  a  fine  on  the  offender,  while  his  government  continued  to 
profit  by  his  offence.  Sphodrias  invaded  Attica  in  time  of 
peace  :  private  interest  rescued  the  wrong-doer  from  even 
the  pretence  of  judicial  censure.  When  the  Athenian  Paches 
carried  off  two  free  women  of  Mitylene  and  slew  their  hus- 
bands, the  injured  women  accused  him  before  an  Athenian 
tribunal :  his  condemnation  was  certain,  and  he  stabbed 
himself  in  open  court.  But  when  two  Spartan  officers  did 
the  like  outrage  by  the  daughters  of  Skedasos  of  Leuktra, 
the  father  in  vain  sought  for  redress  at  Sparta  and  not  the 
ravishers,  but  their  victims  were  driven  to  self-destruction. 

The  best  tribute  to  the  comparative  merit  of  the  Athenian 
empire  is  the  voluntary  reconstruction  of  the  confederacy 
under  Timotheos.  The  insular  cities  had  found  that  Athenian 
supremacy  was  at  least  the  second  best  thing  when  absolute 
independence  was  not  to  be  had.  Again  was  Athens  installed 
'as  constitutional  president  of  an  equal  confederacy.  Again 
she  began  gradually  to  change  into  an  autocrat.  Again  she 
grasped  at  the  absolute  possession  of  various  cities.  And 
moreover,  under  the  new  state  of  things,  her  professional 
generals  and  mercenary  soldiers  proved  far  greater  scourges 
to  the  allied  cities  than  the  orator-generals  and  citizen- 
soldiers  of  her  first  empire.  These  causes  at  last  led  to  the 
Social  War,  which  left  both  parties  ready  victims  for  the 
Macedonian  aggressor. 

Athens  then,  as  a  ruler  of  Greeks,  deserves  at  least  com- 
parative praise.  Not  but  that  some  of  her  individual  acts 
were  both  cruel  and  impolitic.     The  massacres  which  she 
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decreed  at  Mitylene,  which  she  carried  out  at  Skione  and 
Melos,  are  sad  blots  on  her  fame.  But,  even  here,  we  should 
remember  the  harshness  of  the  Greek  laws  of  war.  The  life 
of  the  prisoner,  apart  from  any  special  compact,  was  in  no 
way  sacred.  The  victor  might  at  pleasure  enslave  or  put 
him  to  death.  These  massacres  were  only  very  harsh 
instances  of  a  very  harsh  rule,  carried  out  on  a  scale  which 
gives  them  a  character  of  fearful  atrocity.  That  at  Melos, 
above  all,  is  clothed  with  additional  blackness  when  we 
think  that  the  war  itself  was  an  utterly  unprovoked  aggres- 
sion. But  think  of  the  deeds  of  oligarchic  Sparta.  Viler  than 
any  Athenian  deed  of  blood  was  the  Spartan  massacre  at 
Plataia.  Athens  relentlessly  carried  out  a  cruel  law  of  war ; 
but  the  Plataian  captives  were  no  longer  prisoners  of  war ; 
they  were  prisoners  at  the  bar  of  justice,  mocked  by  the 
promise  of  a  fair  trial,  and  slaughtered,  not  by  a  military, 
but  by  a  judicial  murder.  Even  in  this  catalogue  of  crime, 
we  find  our  usual  three  degrees.  Athens  massacred  her 
prisoners  by  wholesale ;  Sparta  murdered  the  unarmed 
merchants  of  neutral  states.  But  at  least  both  Athens  and 
Sparta  were  satisfied  with  simple  murder :  the  refinements 
of  torture  and  mutilation  were  left  to  the  barbarians  of 
Persia  and  of  Carthage. 

Such  is  a  picture  of  the  Democracy  of  Athens,  drawn 
chiefly  after  the  great  historian  with  whose  noble  work  we 
have  been  dealing.  We  thus  see  how  that  great  common- 
wealth, the  first  fully  developed  free  constitution  that  the 
world  had  seen,  not  only  gave  the  political  life  of  each  citizen 
a  fuller  and  wider  action  than  any  constitution  that  has  ever 
been,  but  also  secured  life  and  property  and  personal  freedom 
better  than  any  other  government  of  its  own  age,  or  of 
many  ages  afterwards.  Its  defect  was  that  it  was  the  off- 
spring of  an  enthusiasm  too  high-strung,  and  of  a  citizenship 
too  narrow,  to  allow  of  lasting  greatness.  Demos  was  but 
the  shadow  of  his  former  self  after  his  '  happy  restoration ' 
by  the  Albemarle  of  Democracy,  the  hero  of  Phylai  and 
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Pciraieus.     At  the  age  of  two  centuries  he  became  pol  itically 
and  morally  dead  under  the  care  of  his  two  rival  Demetrioi, 
and  from  thenceforth  he  did  but  drag  on  a  weary  second 
childhood  till  he  disappeared  under  a  Flavian  Emperor  in 
the  vast  charnel-house  of  Koman  dominion.*     But  his  real 
life,  short  as  it  was,  was  as  glorious  as  it  was  short.     English 
writers  are  too  apt  to  argue  on  this  head  from  what  they  see 
around  them  at  home.     Mitford  was  right  enough  when  he 
assumed   that   an   English    county   meeting    reached   the 
very  height  of  political  ignorance ;  only  he  should  not  have 
thence  leaped  to  a  similar  conclusion  as  to  the  assembled 
people   of  Athens.     Certainly  squires    and   farmers  alike, 
gathered  together  at  times  few  and  far  between  under  some 
political  excitement,  are  utterly  incapable  of  really  enter- 
taining  a   political  question,  or   of  getting  beyond  some 
party   watchword  of  '  Liberal '    or   '  Conservative,'  '  Free- 
Trade  '  or  '  Protection.'t     But  we  must  not  thence  infer  that 
the  Ekklesia  of  Athens  presented  a  scene  equally  deplorable. 
Such  writers  forget  that,  as  Macaulay  has  shown  in  a  brilliant 
passage  which  every  one  should  be  able  to  call  to  mind,  the 
common  life  of  the  Athenian  was  itself  the  best  of  political 
educations.     We  suspect  that  the  average  Athenian  citizen 
was,  in  political   intelligence,  above  the  average  English 
member  of  Parliament.     It  was   this   concentration  of  all 
power  in  an  aggregate  of  which  every  citizen  formed  a  part, 
which  is  the  distinguishing  characteristic  of  true  Greek  demo- 
cracy.    Florence  had  nothing  like  it ;  there  has  been  nothing 
like  it  in  the  modern  world  :    the   few  pure   democracies 
which  have  lingered  on  to  our  own  day  have  never  had  such 
mighty  questions  laid  before  them,  and  have  never  had  such 
statesmen  and  orators  to  lead  them.     The  great  Democracy 

*  [But  see  Third  Series  of  Essays,  p.  326.] 

t  [I  believe  however  that  I  was  not  so  much  thinking'  of  meetings 
gathered  for  any  real  political  purpose,  as  of  the  Ephesian  mobs — largely 
made  up  of  well-dressed  persons — which  came  together  to  roar  against 
religious  liberty  at  the  time  of  the  so-called  '  Papal  Aggression.'  For  that 
folly  some  of  our  statesmen  have  since  stood  on  the  stool  of  repentance.] 
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has  had  no  fellow  ;  but  the  political  lessons  which  it  teaches 
are  none  the  less  lessons  for  all  time  and  for  every  land  and 
people. 

It  is  then  not  without  some  important  points  of  dissent,  but 
it  is  with  deep  and  heartfelt  admiration,  that  we  part  com- 
pany with  the  illustrious  subject  of  this  essay — rov  [xe'^av 
"AyyXov  IcrropLoypdcfjov  Tecopycov  Tpore,  as  we  are  glad  to  find 
him  called  in  the  land  of  which  he  writes.*  His  work  is 
one  of  the  glories  of  our  age  and  country.  Honourable  as 
it  is  to  the  intellectual,  it  is  still  more  honourable  to  the 
moral,  qualities  of  its  author.  His  unwearied  research,  his 
clearness  of  insight,  his  depth  and  originality  of  thought, 
are  more  easily  to  be  paralleled  than  his  diligent  and  con- 
scientious striving  after  truth,  and  the  candour  with  which 
he  marshals  in  their  due  order  even  the  facts  which  tell 
most  strongly  against  his  own  conclusions.  And  when  we 
think  that  we  can  place  him  side  by  side  with  another  writer 
of  the  same  age  and  country,  and  devoted  to  the  same  studies 
— a  writer  of  merit  equal  in  degree,  though  widely  different 
in  kind — we  may  say  that  it  is  no  small  tribute  that  the 
England  of  the  nineteenth  century  has  paid  to  the  first 
founders  of  art  and  freedom  and  civilized  life.  If  the 
mighty  men  of  old  Hellas  can  look  out  of  their  graves 
they  may  be  well  pleased  to  see  two  such  minds  as  those 
of  George  Grote  and  Connop  Thirlwall  give  long  years  of 
busy  life  to  set  forth  their  thoughts  and  deeds  as  a  lesson 
of  wisdom  for  the  men  of  lands  of  which  they  themselves 
had  never  heard. 

*  In  the  Lectures  uf  Professor  Constautine  Paparregoiwulos  of  Athens, 
Trepi  TTJs  'Ap;(^y  kiu  r?)s  AiafJiopcfxioo-ecos  rov  ap^aiov  'EXKtjvckov  fdvovs,  p.  3. 
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CURTIUS'S  HISTORY  OF  GREECE. 

I. 

The  Grecian  History  ol  Ernst  Curtiiis  is  doubtless  already  well  known  to 
all  those  students  of  the  subject  who  do  not  shrink  from  reading  a  German 
book  in  the  original.  It  is  really  wonderful  how  many  histories  of  Greece 
may  be  written,  each  of  them  thoroughly  good  in  its  own  way,  and  yet  none 
of  which  allows  us  to  dispense  with  the  others.  We  believe  that  the  im- 
jietuous  generation  which  now  presides  over  education  at  Oxford  has  long  ago 
thrown  Bishop  Thirlwall  behind  the  fire.  Yet  no  rational  English  student 
of  Grecian  history  would  think  that  he  had  mastered  his  subject,  unless  he 
had  compared  both  Thirlwall  and  Grote  with  one  another  and  with  the 
original  writers.  So  now,  though  we  should  recommend  every  such  student 
to  read  Curtius  without  fail,  we  in  nowise  hold  that  his  reading  of  Curlius 
at  all  lets  him  off  from  the  duty  of  reading  both  Grote  and  Thirlwall  also. 
In  studying  what  is  called  ancient  history,  where  the  original  authorities 
are  for  the  most  part  scanty,  good  modern  guides  are  a  matter  of  distinct 
necessity  as  commentators  and  harmonizers.  But  where  a  great  deal  must 
always  be  matter  of  inference,  theory,  and  even  conjecture,  it  is  highly 
dangerous  to  follow  any  one  modern  guide  implicitly.  Inferences  and 
theories,  however  ingenious  and  probatte,  must  not  be  put  on  the  same  level 
as  ascertained  facts.  Five-and-twenty  years  ago  the  theories  of  Xiebuhr 
were  accepted  as  if  they  rested  on  the  evidence  of  eye-witnesses.  A  faith 
yet  more  self-sacrificing  seems  now  to  be  given  to  the  more  novel  theories  of 
Mommsen.  All  this  is  thoroughly  bad.  The  use  of  a  modern  historian  is 
to  collect  and  sift  the  original  writers,  and  to  act  as  their  interpreter,  not  to 
act  as  a  prophet  on  his  own  account.  In  a  subject  like  Grecian  or  Roman 
history,  it  is  specially  mischievous  to  rely  on  any  one  modern  guide.  Each 
writer,  if  he  is  fit  for  his  work,  will  suggest  valuable  matter  for  thought ; 
but  none  of  them  can  be  entitled  to  implicit  submission.  Each  will  look 
at  things  differently,  according  to  his  natural  turn  of  mind,  according  to  his 
place  of  birth,  his  political  party,  and  the  many  other  influences  which 
affect  a  man's  point  of  view.  One  writer  will  succeed  best  in  one  part  of 
his  subject,  another  in  another.  Thirlwall,  Grote,  Curtius,  others  besides, 
all  liave  their  use ;  each  teaches  something  which  the  others  do  not  teach  • 
each  is  the  strongest  in  some  particular  part  of  their  common  subject.  A 
careful  student  will  read  and  weigh  all  of  them,  but  he  will  decline  to  piledo-e 
himself  as  the  bondslave  of  any  one  among  them. 

The  work  of  Curtius  appears  in  the  same  series  with  the  work  of 
Mommsen,  and  it  is  impossible  to  avoid  comparing  the  two.  There  is  no 
trace  in  Curtius  of  that  boisterous  dogmatism  with  which  Mommsen    in 
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well  nigh  cveiy  page,  sets  fortli  some  startling  theory  without  deigning  to 
give  any  shadow  of  a  reason,  and  hurls  some  epithet  of  abuse  at  all  who 
refuse  to  believe  on  the  spot.  The  one  very  startling  thing  which  Curtii;s 
has  to  put  forward  in  his  first  volume  is  put  forth  quietly  and  soberly,  not 
the  least  in  the  knock-me-down  style  of  his  fellow-woiker,  and  it  is  more- 
over supported  by  an  Excursus  at  the  end.  In  another  point  also  Curtius 
has  greatly  the  advantage  over  Mommsen.  A  German,  professing  to  write 
in  German,  he  does  not  shrink  from  what  he  professes.  No  one  can  give 
the  honourable  name  of  High-Dutch  to  the  half- Welsh  jargon  of  Mommsen, 
in  which  about  every  third  word  is  some  needless  French  or  Latin  intruder. 
There  is  nothing  of  this  kind  about  Curtius.  Few  modern  books,  German 
or  English,  are  freer  from  this  wretched  affectation.  In  his  hands  the  stores 
of  his  own  noble  language  are  shown  to  be  fully  capable  of  dealing  with  his 
subject,  as  with  any  other  subject.  And,  more  than  this,  his  book  is  one 
of  the  few  books  in  German  prose  which  can  be  read  with  real  pleasure. 
He  is  always  clear  and  graceful,  and,  though  some  even  of  his  sentences 
might  be  shortened  with  advantage,  they  at  least  do  not  go  rambling  over 
whole  pages.  As  a  mere  work  of  literature,  aj^art  from  its  historical  value, 
we  are  disposed  to  place  the  work  of  Curtius  in  a  very  high  rank. 

The  first  volume  of  the  original  test  goes  down  to  the  Ionic  revolt  and 
the  battle  of  Lade.  It  thus  contains  the  whole  of  that  ethnological  and 
mythological  matter  which  must  form  the  beginning  of  any  History  of 
Greece,  the  introduction  to  its  strictly  historical  portions,  and  it  also  carries 
on  the  story  some  way  into  far  more  strictly  historic  times.  In  going  again 
through  matters  which  have  so  often  been  gone  through  before,  we  look,  if 
not  for  actually  new  facts,  at  least  for  some  new  way  of  looking  at  them, 
for  some  new  light  thrown  upon  them.  Without  some  such  claim  as  this 
on  our  attention,  we  do  not  admit  a  new  writer's  right  to  call  us  to  listen 
again  to  so  old  a  story.  But  Curtius  undoubtedly  makes  out  his  claim  to 
attention  by  a  display  of  special  excellence  in  one  branch  of  his  subject. 
His  strong  point  seems  to  us  to  be  geography.  Curtius  was  known  as  a 
traveller  and  a  geographer  before  he  was  known  as  an  historian ;  and  his 
knowledge  of  the  country,  and  his  keen  eye  for  the  characteristic  features  of 
the  whole  land  and  of  its  several  portions,  stand  him  in  good  stead  in  every 
page.  The  first  chapter  seems  to  us  the  best,  simply  because  it  is  the  most 
geographical.  We  never  read  a  more  vivid  sketch  of  the  aspect  of  any 
country.  Curtius  gives  us  an  elaborate  picture  of  the  whole  land,  marking 
with  a  most  delicate  touch  all  that  distinguishes  every  valley  and  sea-board 
from  every  other.  He  brings  out,  as  clearly  as  words  can  bring  out,  the 
physical  conformation,  the  climate,  the  products,  of  the  different  countries 
round  the  ^Ega^an  Sea,  and  the  way  in  which  the  course  of  their  histoiy 
has  been  influenced  by  these  geographical  features.  The  whole  thing  is 
done  with  a  kind  of  enthusiasm  which  commuuicates  it.self  to  the  reader, 
and  which  could  only  be  kindled  by  one  who  is  personally  and  minutely 
familiar  with  the  land  of  which  he  is  writing.  IMr.  Grote  bestowed  great 
pains  on  the  geographical  part  of  his  work,  but  we  believe  that  he  never 
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visited  Greece,  and  we  suspect  that,  even  if  he  had,  he  would  not  have  given 
us  the  same  vivid  picture  iis  Curtiiis  has  done.  The  difference  lies  in  the 
turn  of  mind  and  way  of  looking  at  things  natural  to  the  two  men.  We 
might  perhaps  say  that  Curtius  lias  a  direct  love,  a  sort  of  personal  regard, 
for  Greece — that  is,  for  Hellas  in  the  widest  sense — for  the  land  itself,  as  for 
a  personal  friend  whose  acquaintance  he  has  made  and  enjoyed.  To  Mr. 
Grote,  on  tlie  other  hand,  Greece  is  simply  the  scene  of  certain  great 
political  events.  He  has  studied  the  geographical  and  other  features  of  the 
country  with  minute  and  conscientious  care,  because  a  knowledge  of  them 
is  essential  to  an  understanding  of  the  events  which  happened  among  them. 
But  it  is  only  in  this  secondary  way  that  the  country  itself  has  any 
attraction  for  him.  He  cannot,  as  Curtius  can,  throw  a  fascination  over  a 
geographical  lesson.  Next  to  the  opening  part,  the  description  of  Greece — 
taking  in  of  course  Asiatic  as  well  as  European  Greece — comes,  in  our  eyes, 
the  chapter  on  Greek  colonization.  Here  again  the  geographical  powers  of 
Curtius  are  called  out  with  admirable  effect.  But  of  course  he  cannot 
produce  the  same  fascinating  picture  of  settlements  in  Spain  or  in  the 
Tauric  Chersonesos  as  he  can  when  he  is  describing  European  Greece  itself, 
and  those  Asiatic  islands  and  shores  which  cannot  be  separated  from  it  as  a 
geographical  and  historical  whole. 

But,  to  keep  everything  in  its  proper  proportion,  when  we  turn  to  the 
strictly  political  parts  of  the  history,  we  find  the  balance  of  merit  no  less 
distinctly  in  favour  of  the  English  writer.  In  these  parts  of  the  history,  it 
is  to  the  English  writer  that  we  have  to  look  for  originality,  vigour,  and 
clearness — for  suggestions  which  strike  at  the  time,  and  which  we  carry  off 
to  dwell  upon  afterwards,  'i'o  read  the  j)olitical  part  of  LIr.  Grote's  history, 
even  in  these  its  earliest  i  ortions,  is  an  epoch  in  a  man's  life.  Solon, 
Peisistratos,  Kleisthenes,  are  names  with  which  we  had  been  familiar  from 
childhood ;  it  was  in  the  hands  of  Mr.  Grote  that  they  received  a  life  and 
meaning  which  had  never  belonged  to  them  before.  But  we  have  read  the 
parts  of  Curtius'  history  which  answer  to  them  without  receiving  any 
marked  new  impression.  It  is  all  good  and  clear  and  accurate,  aud  we 
often  light  upon  very  suggestive  remarks.  But  the  whole  is  not  specially 
striking.  In  the  geographical  parts  of  the  book,  just  as  in  the  political 
parts  of  Grote,  we  feel  that  a  really  new  light  has  come  upon  us ;  we  do 
not  feel  this  in  the  political  parts  of  Curtius.  The  difference  is  no  doubt 
in  some  degree  owing  to  the  diflerent  forms  of  the  two  works.  Mr.  Grote 
could  discuss  and  argue  ;  he  could  illustrate  by  examples,  he  could  explain 
and  confirm  by  references,  to  any  amount  that  he  thought  good.  Curtius 
has  been  cut  off  from  much  of  this  libei'ty  by  the  fetters  in  which  he  has 
evidently  been  working,  at  any  rate  in  his  first  volume.  He  never  falls 
into  the  offensive  dogmatism  of  Mommsen,  but  his  work  unavoidably  takes  a 
shape  in  which  the  writer  calls  on  his  readers  to  take  down  a  great  deal  simply 
because  he  says  that  it  is  so.  Now  this  kind  of  treatment  does  thoroughly 
well  for  the  geographical  and  other  descriptive  portions.  The  observer  and 
describer  is  here  himself  an  original  authority,  and  we  receive  what  he  tells 
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us  as  such.  The  same  treatment  may  also  suit  a  flowing  narrative,  where 
we  have  no  reason  to  suspect  the  good  faith  and  accuracy  of  the  writer,  or 
-where  even  if  we  have,  his  mere  power  of  narration  carries  us  away  with 
him.  But  it  does  not  at  all  suit  a  political  history  like  the  early  history 
of  Greece  and  Italy.  In  those  histories  a  great  deal  must  depend  upon 
conjecture,  or  at  any  rate  upon  inferences  drawn  from  scattered  notices, 
which  allow  of  room  for  great  varieties  of  opinion.  In  such  cases  we  allow 
a  reasonable  deference  to  the  opinion  of  a  man  who  is  evidently  learned  and 
thoughtful ;  but  we  refuse  to  pin  our  faith  upon  any  one.  We  like  to 
know  and  we  think  we  have  a  right  to  ask,  a  man's  reasons  and  authorities 
for  every  one  thing  that  he  says.  Mr.  Grote  fully  satisfies  this  demand. 
He  gives  us  full  means  of  accepting  or  rejecting  whatever  he  tells  us. 
Curtius  docs  not  do  so ;  not,  we  feel  sure,  from  any  lack  of  good  will,  but 
because  the  scheme  of  this  part  of  his  work  hindered  him.  In  this  sort 
of  case  even  the  violence  of  Mommsen  has  an  incidental  advantage 
over  his  better-mannered  colleague.  We  may  not  believe — perhaps  we  are 
even  set  against  believing  ;  but  at  any  rate  we  understand  and  remember. 
We  must  confess  that  we  have  read  a  good  deal  of  Curtius'  political  history, 
without  carrying  away  anything  in  particular. 

The  point  of  greatest  novelty  in  Curtius'  work  is  that  he  has  given  us, 
as  far  as  we  know,  the  first  History  of  Greece  in  which  any  attempt  is 
made  to  connect  Grecian  history  with  the  results  both  of  Comparative 
Philology  and  of  Eastern  research.     When  Bishop  Thirlwall  wrote,  those 
studies  were  hardly  advanced   enough  to  have  been  applied  to  Grecian 
history  to  much  purpose,  and,  even  when  Mr.  Grote  wrote,  they  were  far 
from  being   so   advanced   as   they  are   now.     The   ethnological   part  of 
Bishop  Thirl  wall's  history,  what  he  has  to  say  about  Pelasgians  and  so 
forth,  is  certainly  the   least   satisfactory  part  of  his   work.     Mr.  Grote, 
perhaps  more  prudently,  throws  the  Pelasgians  overboard  altogether.     In 
truth,  the  practical  and  political  turn  of  Mr.  Grote's  mind  is  hardly  suited 
for  pure  ethnological  research.     He  thoroughly  masters  and  clearly  sets 
forth  the  historical  and  political   relations  of  the  various   neighbouring 
nations  to  the  Greeks ;  but  for  their  exact  relations,  as  a  matter  of  race 
and  speech,  even  to  the  Greeks,  much  more  to  one  another,  he  seems  to 
cave  very  little.     In  one  respect  this  tendency  has  done  Mr.  Grote's  history 
a  serious  damage.     It  has  combined  with  his  position  as  the  historian  of 
Athenian  Democracy  to  make  him  distinctly  unfair  to  Alexander  and  to 
Macedonia    in    general.      Kow   Curtius    comes   to   his   Grecian   history 
thoroughly  prepared  with  the  last  results  of  ethnological  and  philological 
study.     This  is  a  most  valuable  qualification,  and  it  gives  him  so  far  a 
great  advantage  over  both  his  English  predecessors.     We  are  not  quite  so 
clear  about  his  Eastern  studies.      Purely  Western  scholars,  classical  or 
mediaival,  have  not  yet  made  up  their  minds  about  the  results  of  Egyp- 
tian and  Assyrian  research.     They  do  not  take  upon  themselves  to  reject 
what  they  have  often  had  no  ojiportiinity  uf  minutely  examining.     But 
they  are  by  no  means  prepared  implicitly  to  believe  everything.     They 
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cannot  heljj  seeing  that  the  Eastern  scholars  do  not  always  seem  to  know 
their  own  minds,  and  tlicy  feel  that  they  are  constantly  asked  to  believe 
statements  about  Egypt  and  Nineveh  on  evidence  which  they  would  not 
think  enongli  for  a  statement  about  Athens  or  England.  It  is  easy  to  see 
that  Curtius'  standard  of  belief  is  much  laxer  than  that  of  Mr.  Grote ; 
much  more  then  is  it  laxer  than  that  of  Sir  George  Lewis.  He  clearly 
holds  that  a  good  deal  of  history,  the  history  of  the  successions  of  states 
and  dynasties,  if  not  of  individuals,  may  be  recovered  out  of  mythical 
times.  It  is  by  no  means  our  wish  to  say  that  no  such  history  can  be 
recovered,  but  we  must  confess  that  Curtius  sometimes  goes  on  faster  than 
we  can  follow  him.  It  is  rather  a  call  on  our  faith  to  be  asked  to 
believe,  if  not  in  Minos  personally,  at  any  rate  in  his  Thalassocracy . 
The  Feloiud  dynasty  at  Mykene  is  another  thing;  Homer  and  the  existing 
monuments  are  two  distinct  kinds  of  evidence  which  corroborate  and 
explain  one  another.  Indeed  our  chief  objection  to  Curtius'  treatment  of 
praahistoric  times  is  that  he  believes  a  great  deal  which  Homer  implicitly 
contradicts.  The  Lydian  origin  of  Pelops,  the  Egyptian  origin  of  other 
Greek  patriarchs,  seem  to  us  to  be  mere  dreams  of  after-times,  of  which 
Homer  had  no  knowledge.  In  the  system  of  Curtius  all  these  supposed 
immigrations  play  an  important  part. 

It  must  not  however  be  thought  that  Curtius  is  at  all  an  advocate  of 
the  exploded  notions  of  past  days  about  purely  barbarian  settlements  in 
Greece.  He  accepts  from  Niebulir  and  Bunsen,  but  he  works  out  in  full 
for  himself,  the  theory  of  extensive  Hellenic  or  quasi-Hellenic  colonization 
— though  colonization  is  not  exactly  the  right  word — in  pra^historic  times. 
Greeks  were  spread  over  the  Asiatic  coast,  and  they  had  made  settlements 
in  various  places,  Egypt  among  them,  ages  before  the  date  of  that  later 
Greek  colonization  which  followed  the  Dorian  migration.  When  the 
European  lonians  settled  in  the  Asiatic  Ionia,  they  were  but  returning  to 
an  older  Ionic  land.  The  distance  to  which  Greek  colonies  had  spread  in 
very  early  times  is  said  to  be  shown  by  the  occurrence  of  the  lonians — the 
TJinim  of  the  Egyptians,  the  Javan  of  the  Hebrews — among  the  subjects 
of  the  early  Egyptian  Kings.  But  then  the  Egyptologists  are  at  logger- 
heads amongst  themselves  about  tlie  meaning  of  the  inscription  in  which 
these  early  TJinim  are  said  to  be  mentioned.  What  Lepsius  admits, 
Bunsen  rejects,  and  far  be  it  from  us  to  decide  between  them.  Indeed  for 
strictly  Grecian  history  the  point  is  not  of  much  moment.  As  it  is  made 
use  of  by  Curtius,  the  effect,  if  any,  of  this  early  connexion  between 
Greece  and  Egypt  must  have  been  that  a  chance  of  improvement  was 
offered  to  Egypt,  of  which  Egypt,  in  true  Egyptian  fashion,  made  no  use. 
Curtius  asks  us  to  believe  that  colonists  from  Lydia  and  Egypt  settled  in 
Peloponnesos ;  but  he  does  not  ask  us  to  believe  that  Lydian  and  Ecjvp- 
tian  Barbarians  settled  there.  His  Lydians  and  Egyptians  are  Lydian 
and  Egyptian  Greeks.  This  is  indeed  somewhat  of  a  relief,  but  it  is 
surely  simpler  to  cast  aside  these  utterly  unauthentic  immigrations 
altogether. 
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We  confess  tliat  we  cannot  always  follow  Curtius  in  detail  in  his 
siJeculatious  about  what  he  calls  Old-Ionians  and  the  like.  But  this 
whole  part  of  the  book,  especially  what  may  be  called  the  praahistoric 
history  of  Peloponnesus,  is  throughout  most  ingenious  and  interesting,  and 
it  is,  in  the  original,  set  forth  with  a  charm  of  style  which  some  may 
perhaps  have  thought  that  neither  the  subject  nor  the  German  language 
admitted.  And  we  should  not  have  a  word  of  complaint  to  make,  if 
Curtius  would  be  satisfied  with  our  believing  that  the  inhabitants  of  a 
large  region  from  Sicily  to  Asia  were  closely  allied  to  the  Greeks,  that  the 
Greeks  in  settling  among  them  were  not  settling  among  utter  strangers, 
and  that  this  original  ethnical  kindred  accounts  for  the  speedy,  thorough, 
and  in  many  places  lasting,  hellenization  of  those  districts.  This  we 
believe  to  be  one  of  the  most  certain,  and  one  of  the  most  important,  facts 
in  Grecian  history.  Eound  Greece  Proper  we  find  a  circle  of  nations 
neither  strictly  Greek  nor  strictly  barbarian,  not  Greek  in  the  fuller  sense, 
but  capable  of  easy  hellenization — half-developed  Greeks,  whom  a  slight 
intercourse  with  their  more  advanced  neighbours  easily  raised  to  their 
level.  Such  a  quasi-Greek  people  we  find  in  Epeiros,  the  original  seat  of 
the  Greek  name,  and  the  scene  of  national  migrations  which  Curtius  has 
set  forth  in  his  best  manner. 

We  will  take  a  leap  from  the  beginning  of  the  present  volmue  to  the 
end.  In  all  these  inquiries,  whether  we  agree  with  the  author  in  every 
detail  or  not,  Curtius  is  plainly  in  his  element,  and  his  treatment  of  all 
these  matters  is  most  masterly.  He  is,  we  think,  less  successful,  because 
he  is  on  ground  which  is  less  thoroughly  his  own,  when  he  attem[)ts  to 
grapple  with  Mr.  Grote  on  a  point  of  the  development  of  the  Athenian 
Democracy.  We  cannot  think,  with  Curtius,  that  the  lot  came  in  with 
Kleisthenes.  What  is  the  evidence  ?  On  the  one  side  is  an  obiter  dictum  of 
Herodotus,  who  is  not  examining  into  the  matter ;  on  the  other  side  is  a 
direct  statement  of  Isokrates,  who  is  examining  into  the  matter,  and  also, 
as  we  think,  the  probability  of  the  case. 


II. 

The  main  strength  of  Curtius  seems  to  us  to  lie,  not  so  much  in  narrative, 
not  so  much  in  military  or  political  history,  as  in  drawing  a  picture  of 
those  other  j^arts  of  the  life  of  a  nation  which  some  historians  neglect  and 
which  do  not  enter  into  the  plan  of  others.  The  mere  narrative  power  of 
Curtius,  though  by  no  means  small,  is  hardly  of  the  first  order,  and  his 
way  of  dealing  with  political  history  is  feeble  by  the  side  of  Mr.  Crete's. 
To  Mr.  Grote,  with  his  political  experience  and  his  political  views,  the 
political  life  and  developement  of  Athens  was  a  real  and  living  thing  in  a 
way  in  which  it  can  never  be  to  a  mere  student.  No  other  historian  over 
entered  as  Mr.  Grote  has  entered  into  the  real  spirit  of  such  a  body  as  the 
Athenian  Assembly;  no  one  therefore  has  ever  drawn  so  full  and  clear 
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a  picture  of  its  nature.  But  on  the  other  hand  this  greatest  merit  of 
Mr.  Grote's  work  led  directly  to  its  greatest  defect.  Ilis  history  is,  after 
all  his  strivinjis  to  make  it  otherwise,  Athenian  rather  than  Hellenic,  and 
this  purely  Athenian  way  of  looking  at  things  makes  him  unfair  hoth  to 
the  earliest  and  to  the  latest  ages  of  Greece.  No  charge  of  this  sort  can 
be  brought  against  Curtius,  and  this  though  he  has  given  a  more  full  and 
vivid  picture  of  Athens  as  a  whole  than  Mr.  Grote  has.  But  then  Curtius' 
picture  of  Athens  as  a  whole  is  a  picture  of  Athens  as  the  intellectual 
centre  of  Greece,  as  the  abode  of  art,  philosophy,  and  inquiry  of  every 
sort,  rather  than  as  the  great  example  of  democratic  freedom.  Curtius  in 
no  way  neglects  the  political  history;  we  have  little  direct  fault  to  find 
with  his  way  of  treating  it,  but  it  clearly  has  not  been  to  him  the  same 
intense  labour  of  love  which  it  evidently  was  to  Mr.  Grote.  The  two 
great  chapters  in  the  present  volume  are  undoubtedly  those  headed  '  The 
Unity  of  Greece '  and  '  The  Years  of  Peace.'  They  are  the  best  pictures 
we  ever  saw  of  the  general  mind  and  life  of  Greece  at  the  two  dates  fixed 
upon — at  the  time  before  the  Persian  "War  and  in  the  age  of  Perikles. 
In  both  of  these  we  find  a  great  deal  of  matter,  some  of  which  is  actually 
new,  while  much  more  is  not  to  be  found  in  other  Histories  of  Greece, 
worked  together  with  great  skill,  so  as  to  make  a  vivid  and  interesting 
picture.  The  developemeut  of  Greek  poetry,  science,  and  art  at  the  time 
when  art  and  the  later  poetry  had  reached  their  highest  point,  is  here  set 
forth  in  a  full,  clear,  and  connected  way,  such  as  we  have  never  seen  else- 
where. Curtius  looks  at  all  these  matters  with  a  thoroughly  artistic  eye  ; 
they  are  plainly  the  parts  of  his  subject  on  which  he  best  loves  to  dwell, 
and  yet  he  never  gives  them  any  exaggerated  importance  or  puts  them  in 
more  than  their  proper  relation  to  the  general  march  of  the  history.  This 
is  a  great  point  to  have  gained.  Some  writers  and  talkers,  both  on 
ancient  Greece  and  mediaeval  Italy,  have  utterly  wearied  us  with  poets, 
artists,  and  philosophers,  till  we  have  sometimes  been  tempted  to  wish 
that  neither  Greece  nor  Italy  had  ever  produced  any  poets,  artists,  or 
philosophers  at  all.  Curtius  never  errs  in  this  way.  He  never  forgets 
that,  if  Athens  did  great  things  in  the  way  of  literature  and  art,  it  was 
only  by  virtue  of  her  position  of  a  great  and  free  city  that  she  was  enabled 
to  do  so.  Curtius  has  ever  before  his  eyes  the  memorable  words  of 
Perikles  himself,  that  to  make  Athens  the  school  and  ornament  of  Greece 
was  a  distinct  part  of  his  plans,  but  a  plan  conceived  with  a  definite 
political  object,  and  one  which  really  had  important  political  results.  In 
this  point  of  view,  the  architectural  splendours  of  the  Akropolis,  the 
dramatic  splendours  of  the  Dionysiac  festivals,  are  clothed  with  a  two- 
fold interest.  They  have  an  interest  strictly  their  own,  and  they  have  a 
still  higher  interest  as  parts  of  the  political  sj^stem  and  the  general  life  of 
the  great  Democracy.  This  Curtius  always  bears  in  mind,  and  we  look 
on  it  as  the  greatest  merit  of  this  part  of  his  History  that  he  has  done  so. 

Somewhat  of  the  same  nature  is  the  earlier  general  chapter,  headed  '  The 
Unity  of  Greece.'     This  chapter  is,  in  effect,  a  i^icture  of  Greek  religion  as 
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distinguished  from  Greek  mythology.  There  are  some  things  in  it  which 
startle  us  somewhat,  some  things  for  which  we  should  have  been  well 
pleased  to  have  fuller  references,  some  things  which  we  should  ask  for 
longer  time  before  we  either  accept  or  reject.  But  it  is  a  chapter  at  once 
most  interesting  and  most  suggestive,  which  supplies  abundant  materials 
for  thought,  and  which  contains  many  propositions  tliat  commend  them- 
selves at  once  to  our  acceptance.  One  great  point  on  which  Curtius  insists 
is  the  importance  of  religious  and  sacred  rites,  above  all  of  the  Delphic 
temple  and  oracle,  in  the  formation  of  Greek  national  life.  He  skilfully 
and  elaborately  traces  out  the  effects  of  the  position  of  Delphoi  and  the 
growth  of  the  importance  of  the  oracle  as  the  religious  centre  of  Greece. 
We  are  not  sure  that  he  does  not  sometimes  press  matters  too  far,  and 
clothe  ApoUon  with  even  greater  authority  than  really  belonged  to  him  ; 
still  there  is  nothing  that  he  says  which  does  not  at  least  deserve  to  be 
most  carefully  weighed.  At  the  very  outset  he  clearly  sets  forth  the 
influence  which  the  Apollon  worship  had  on  the  process  by  which  the 
Hellenes  disentangled  themselves,  so  to  speak,  from  among  the  mass  of 
neighbouring  and  kindred  tribes  and  stood  forth,  not  indeed  as  a  political 
unit,  but  still  as  a  nation  in  every  higher  sense  of  the  word.  He  then 
goes  on  to  point  out  the  importance  of  Dorian  influences  upon  the  develop- 
ment of  Delphoi.  It  was  of  course  the  great  Dorian  migration  and 
conquest  of  Peloponnesos  which  mainly  extended  the  influence  and 
authority  of  Delphi,  but  this  extension  was  merely  a  developement  of  a 
connexion  which  began  at  an  earlier  period,  when  the  Dorians  first  settled 
at  the  foot  of  Pamassos. 


111. 

"We  have  remarked  in  notices  of  his  earlier  volumes  that  Curtius'  way  of 
dealing  with  the  strictly  political  side  of  his  subject  was  by  no  means  equal 
to  his  way  of  dealing  with  the  more  artistic  and  general  side  of  it.  The 
deficiency  comes  out  yet  more  strongly  in  the  latter  part  of  the  second 
volmne  of  the  German  original,  which  takes  in  the  history  of  the  Pelo- 
ponnesian  War.  Tlie  treatment  of  this  part  of  the  history  is  the  most 
memorable  thing  in  Mr.  Grote's  work.  We  by  no  means  profess  ourselves 
unreserved  followers  of  all  Mr.  Grote's  views.  He  is  throughout  a  partizan, 
the  champion  of  a  side.  The  Athenian  Democracy  is  to  him  as  a  party 
or  a  country,  and  he  says  all  that  is  to  be  said  for  it.  We  read  what  he 
says,  not  as  the  sentence  of  a  judge,  but  as  the  pleading  of  an  advocate  ; 
but  it  is  a  great  thing  to  have  the  pleading  of  such  an  advocate.  We  may 
not  be  prepared  to  go  all  Mr.  Grote's  lengths  on  every  matter,  but  we 
should  have  thought  that  no  reader  of  Mr.  Grote  ever  shut  up  his  book  in 
exactly  the  same  frame  of  mind  in  which  he  opened  it.  If  he  does  not 
think  exactly  as  Mr.  Grote  does  about  Sophists  and  Demagogues,  about 
Klcon  and  Kleophon,  he  will  not  think  exactly  the  same  about  them  as 
he  did  when  he  began.     He  will  at  least  have  seen  that  there  is  another 
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side  to  a  great  many  things  of  wliich  he  had  hitherto  only  looked  at  one 
side.  And  even  if  we  admit  that  Mr.  Grote,  besides  his  political  Vjias,  has 
a  certain  love  of  novelty  for  its  own  sake,  such  a  tendency  on  his  particular 
subject  does  much  more  good  than  harm.  Our  knowledge  of  Grecian 
history  comes  from  a  very  few  original  sources.  The  mass  of  so-called 
classical  writers  are  no  more  original  sources  than  Grote  and  Curtius  are  ; 
their  only  value  is  that  they  wrote  with  original  sources  before  them 
which  are  now  lost.  A  writer  under  the  Eoman  Empire  had  far  better 
means  than  a  modern  scholar  of  getting  at  the  facts  of  Greek  republican 
history,  but  he  had  not  nearly  such  good  means  of  forming  a  judgement  on 
those  facts  as  the  modern  scholar  has.  He  lived  in  an  age  which,  in  point 
of  time,  in  language,  in  all  outward  circumstances,  came  much  nearer  to 
the  time  of  which  he  wrote  than  our  own  time  does.  But  in  real  fellow- 
feeling  for  the  earlier  time,  in  real  power  of  understanding  it,  a  writer  of 
the  age  of  Plutarch  was  further  removed  from  the  age  of  Thucydides  than 
we  are.  And  he  had  not  the  same  habit  of  drawing  historical  analogies  as 
the  modern  scholar,  nor  had  he  the  same  wide  field  of  historical  experience 
to  seek  his  analogies  in.  And  a  writer  of  the  age  of  Plutarch  was  really  all  the 
further  removed  from  the  age  of  Thucydides,  because  the  great  men  of  that  age 
had  in  his  day  already  grown  into  a  sort  of  canonized  heroes.  A  conventional 
way  of  looking  at  Grecian  history  therefore  grew  up  very  early  ;  the  same 
statements,  tinged  by  this  conventional  view,  were  repeated  over  and  over 
again  from  so-called  classical  times  to  our  own  day,  till  Grecian  history, 
instead  of  a  living  thing  of  flesh  and  blood,  became  a  collection  of  formulae, 
of  misunderstood  models,  and  of  sentiments  fit  only  for  a  child's  copy-book. 
Mitford,  with  all  his  blunders  and  all  his  unfairness,  did  good  service  in 
showing  that  Plutarch's  men  were  real  human  beings  like  ourselves.  The 
calm  judgement  and  consummate  scholarship  of  Bishop  Thirlwall  came  in 
to  correct,  sometimes  a  little  too  unmercifully,  the  mistakes  and  perversions 
of  Mitford.  But  it  was  Mr.  Grote  who  first  thoroughly  tested  our  materials, 
who  first  looked  straight  at  everything,  without  regard  to  conventional 
beliefs,  by  the  light  of  his  own  historical  and  political  knowledge.  Bishop 
Thirlwall  had  clearly  drawn  the  line  between  primary  and  secondary 
authorities.  Mr.  Grote  went  further,  by  hinting  that  primary  authorities 
themselves  are  not  infallible.  We  may  or  we  may  not  agree  with  Mr. 
Grote's  strictures  on  Thucydides  in  the  matter  of  Amphipolis  or  in  the 
matter  of  Kleon ;  still  it  is  a  useful  thing  to  be  reminded  that  Thucydides 
was,  after  all,  a  fallible  human  being ;  that,  in  a  matter  which  touched 
himself  personally,  he  gave  his  own  view  on  the  matter,  and  that  there 
Avas  most  likely  something  to  be  said  on  the  other  side.  "VYe  read  Mr. 
Grote  with  a  respectful  freedom,  and  we  use  our  own  judgement  upon 
each  detail  of  his  conclusions.  But  we  feel  that  his  work  is  the  great  land- 
mark in  the  stndy  of  Grecian  history.  He  has  done  a  work  which  had 
never  been  done  before  him,  and  which  can  never  be  done  again. 

With  these  feelings  we  turn  to  Cartius,  and  we  find  with  regret  that,  in 
the  most  important  points,  he  is  simply  prce-Grotian.     He  has  his  own 
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sphere  in  which  he  rises  far  above  Mr.  Grote,  or,  more  truly,  he  has  a  sphere 
in  which  Mr.  Grote  has  no  part  or  lot  whatever.  But,  after  all,  the  highest 
side  of  history  is  its  political  side  ;  its  highest  object  is  to  set  man  before  us 
in  his  highest  character  as  a  meml^er  of  a  free  state.  It  is  here  that  Mr. 
Grote  has  shown  his  pre-eminent  qualifications,  his  power  of  bringing  his 
practical  knowledge  of  public  life  to  bear  i;pon  wide  reading  and  deep 
thought.  It  is  here  that  Curtius  altogether  breaks  down.  He  does  not 
enter  with  any  spirit  into  either  military  or  political  events ;  he  can  give 
a  brilliant  picture  of  a  country  or  of  a  city,  but  he  has  very  little  power  of 
giving  a  lifelike  narrative  of  a  campaign  or  a  debate.  The  greater  part  of 
Mr.  Grote's  views,  whether  we  call  them  theories  or  discoveries,  are  passed 
by  without  any  notice.  Curtius  speaks  of  the  Demagogues  and  the 
Sophists  pretty  much  as  if  Mr.  Grote  had  never  written.  Of  course  it 
may  be  that  he  has  come  to  different  conclusions  from  Mr.  Grote,  but  is 
hindered  by  the  scale  of  his  work  from  entering  on  the  grounds  of  his 
conclusions.  But  it  will  hardly  apply  to  his  treatment  of  two  or  three 
of  the  most  remarkable  passages  of  the  history  which  come  towards  the 
end  of  the  present  volume.  Every  reader  of  Mr.  Grote,  indeed  every 
reader  of  Xenophon,  must  have  admired  the  heroic  character  of  Kalli- 
kratidas,  the  man  who  had  the  lofty  courage  to  run  counter  to  the  evil 
habit  of  the  whole  Greek  nation  and  to  declare  that  no  Greek  should 
be  sold  into  slavery  by  his  act.  The  words  stand  out  even  in  the  bald 
narrative  of  Xenophon ;  ovk  e(pr],  eavrov  ye  ap^ovros  ovbeva  EWrjucov 
is  TovKeivov  tvvarbv  dv8pa7To8La6^vai.  Mr.  Grote's  comments  on  the 
'  grandeur  and  sublimity  of  this  proceeding,'  '  unparalleled  in  Grecian 
history,'  carry  him  beyond  himself.  No  one,  we  should  have  thought, 
could  have  forgotten  his  picture  of  Kallikratidas,  unfortunately  only 
shown  by  the  Fates  and  not  suffered  to  continue  in  the  Grecian  world. 
We  turn  to  Curtius,  and  we  are  told  bow  great  a  man  Kallikratidas 
was,  how  he  united  the  merits  both  of  a  Sj^artan  and  of  an  Athenian 
('  Er  vereinigte  in  seltenster  Weise  den  hochherzigen  und  stolzen  Sinn 
cines  Altspartiiners  mit  der  Thatkraft  und  Gewandtheit,  wae  sie  der  Beruf 
eines  Flottiinfehrers  in  lonien  verlangte'),  but  he  leaves  out  this  most 
signal  example  of  his  rising  high  above  either  character.  Methymna  is 
taken — alpel  Kara  Kpdros  according  to  Xenophon,  '  sie  musste  sich  ergeben  ' 
according  to  Curtius — but  the  striking  scene  that  follows,  the  demand" 
of  the  alhes  for  the  sale  of  the  prisoners,  the  refusal  of  Kallikratidas,  the 
magnanimous  declaration  wLich  gladdens  Mr.  Grote's  heart,  find  no  place 
in  Curtius's  narrative.  A  little  time  before  Mr.  Grote  had  dwelled  at 
some  length  on  the  circumstances  of  the  battle  of  Notion,  which  led  to 
the  final  disgrace  of  Alkibiades.  Alkibiades  left  the  Athenian  fleet  in 
command  of  Antiochos,  forbidding  him  to  fight  with  Lysandros — fir) 
(TTiTr'Kf'iv  €7rt  ras  Avauv8pov  vnvs.  This  Antiochos  was  no  qualified  com- 
mander at  all,  but  the  pilot  of  Alkibiades'  own  ship,  and  a  personal 
favourite  of  his.  Xenophon  simply  calls  him  t6u  avrov  Kv^epvrjTTfv ; 
Plutarch  adds  that  he  was  dyaOos  Kv^epvrjTris  dvorjms  6e  roXXa  KaKpopriKos. 
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In  Cuitius   he   becomes   'einer    der  trefflichsten    SchiffsfUhrer.'     This 
Antioclios,  thus  put  in  a  post  for  wliich  he  was  utterly  unfit,  challenged 
Lysandros  in  a  way  which  was  simply  frantic,  and  the  defeat  of  Notion 
followed.     On  this  the  Athenians  deprived  Alkibiades  of  his  command, 
olofjLfvoi    St'    dixeXfidv     re     Koi     aKpureiav    drroXcoXfKtvai     ras    vaxjs,     says 
Xenophon  ;    and    Plutarch  adds   that   he  was   charged  with    neglecting 
his  duties  for  banquets  and  the  company  of  Ionian  women.      His  removal 
from  his  command  of  course  forms  the  ground  for  one  of  the  stock  charges 
of  ingratitude  against  the  Athenian  people.      Mr.  Grote  argues  with  great 
power  that  the  removal  was  fully  deserved,  that  Alkibiades  left  the  fleet 
v/hen  he  ought  to  have  been  with  it,  and  left  it  in  the  hands  of  one 
who  was  quite  unfit  to  command  it.      He  was  therefore  responsible  for 
the  disasters  into  which  his  unworthy  representative  led  it.      Now  why 
did  Alkibiades  leave  the  fleet?    The   contemporary  Xenoiihon  gives  an 
account  which  by  itself  is  quite  unintelligible ;  uKovcras  Opaav^ovKov  e^a 
'EWr]an6vTov   iJKOVTa  reix^^^ii'  ^aKaiav,  SteTrXevtre  npos  avrov.      Plutarch 
makes    him   go   dpyvpokoyfjo-cov   eVl   Kapias.      Diodoros   sends   him    to 
Klazomenai ;  but  Mr.  Grote  works  in  a  story  which  Diodoros  gives  two 
chapters  afterwards  about  Alkibiades  attacking  Kyme,  a  town  in  alliance 
with    Athens,  on  which   the   Kymaians   very   naturally  sent  a   charge 
to   Athens  against   him.      Curtius  tells  us,  'Es  war  eine  Ehrenschuld 
des  Alkibiades,  louien,  dessen  Abfall  sein  Werk  war,  den  Athenern  wieder 
zu  verschaffen.'      He  therefore  leaves  the  fleet  with  Antiochos,  '  wahrend 
er  selbst  bei  Phokaia  den  Eroberungskrieg  beganu,  der  natlirlich  darauf 
berechnet  war,  dass  ein  Flottensieg  den  Feldzug  eroflfuenund  seinGelingen 
erleichtern  sollte.'      It  is  hard  to  see  all  this  in  any  of  the  Greek  writers, 
and  we  certainly  hold  with  Mr.  Grote  that  no  case  is  made  out  to  excuse 
Alkibiades  for  leaving  the  fleet  in  the  care  of  a  man  so  incompetent  as 
Antiochos,  especially  when  such  an  enemy  as  Lysandros  was  near.      But 
Curtius  makes  the  following  wonderful  comment,  '  Alkibiades  war  ohne 
Schuld  an  diesem  Ungliicke ;  auch  Antiochos  trug  sie  nicht  allein.     Denn 
er  hatte  alien  Schiffen  Befehl  gegeben,  sich  kampfbereit  zu  halten,  und 
dieser  Befehl  war  nicht  befolgt  worden.'     We  do  not  know  what  this  last 
sentence  means,  but  what  excuse  can  there  be  for  an  officer  who  disobeys 
the  direct  commands  of  his  chief,  and  disobeys  them  in  a  way  which,  if 
he  had   been  himself  in  command,  would  have  been  simple  madness? 
Antiochos  met  with  a  fate  too  good  for  him  by  dying  in  the  battle.      But 
certainlj'  nothing  could  be  more  just  than  the  sentence  which  the  Athenian 
people  pronounced  upon  Alkibiades.      Now  our  charge  against  Curtius  is, 
not  simply  that  he  differs  from  Mr.  Grote,  which,  when  he  has  a  good 
reason  for  so  doing,  he  is  perfectly  right  to  do ;  but  that  he  seems  to  have 
made  absolutely  no  use  of  Mr.  Grote  on  a  matter  which  Mr.  Grote  has 
made  thoroughly  clear,  and  still  more  that,  as  it  seems  to  us,  his  own 
statements  are,  setting  Mr.  Grote  quite  aside,  not  borne  out  by  his  Greek 
authorities.     Good  books,  as  we  have  been  lately  told  with  much  solemnity, 
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may  commonly  be  written  in  German,  but  in  this  case  we  venti;re  to 
think  that  the  better  book  is  written  in  English. 

Here  then  is  more  than  one  passage  in  Curtius's  History  in  which  we 
hold  that  Mr.  Grote's  treatment  far   surpasses  his  in  judgement  and 
accuracy.      We    have   another  passage  to  speak  of,  in   which  Curtius 
distinctly  calls  Mr.  Grote's  views  in  question,  and  in  doing  so  shows  that 
he  altogether  misunderstands  them.     This  is  with  regard  to  the  treatment 
of  the  Generals  after  the  battle  of  Arginousai.      Of  this  matter  we  have 
two  accounts,  that  of  Xenophon  and  that  of  Diodoros,  besides  a  few 
allusions  in  Lysias  and  in  Xenophon  himself  at  a  later  stage.      Xenophon 
is  contemporary,  but  his  account  is  thoroughly  unsatisfactorj^  and  unfair 
on   the  face  of  it.     This  is   allowed  even  by  those  who,   hke  Bishop 
Thirlwall,  are  inclined  to  put  more  faith  in  it   than  Mr.  Grote   does. 
Diodoros  wrote  long  after,  and  he  was  thoroughly  stupid  and  careless,  but 
he  had  original  writers  before  him  whom  we  have  not.     The  allusions  in 
Lysias  and  in  the  later  speech  of  Theramenes  in  Xenophon  himself  are 
incidental  allusions  in  the  speeches  of  orators,  and  every  student  of  Grecian 
history  knows  how  often  such  allusions  are  quite  inaccurate,  even  when 
made  very  soon  after  the  events.     And  inaccuracy  of  this  kind  is  certainly 
not  confined  to  Athenian  debates.     Our  materials  then,  though  fairly  full, 
are  by  no  means  good  in  quality,  and  we  must  make  use  of  our  own 
judgements  upon  them.     One  thing  however  is  perfectly  plain,  that  the 
sentence  by  which  the  Generals  died  was  monstrously  illegal.     All  the 
forms  of  Athenian  jurisprudence  were  trampled  under  foot.     By  Athenian 
law  each  man  ought  to  have  been  tried  separately  before  a  sworn  court ; 
he  ought  to  have  been  heard  in  his  own  defence,  and  to  have  been  con- 
victed or  acquitted  by  a  vote  of  the  judges  which  touched  himself  only. 
Instead  of  this,  the  whole  body  of  accused  men  were  condemned  by  a 
single  vote  of  the  unsworn  Assembly,  and  they  were  not  heard  in  their  own 
defence,  except  so  far  as  some  at  least  of  them  had  spoken  on  the  subject 
in  an  earlier  debate.     The  Generals  in  short  died  by  a  Bill  of  Attainder, 
very  much  like  those  which  gladden  the  heart  of  Mr.  Froude.      It  is  per- 
fectly plain  that,  if  any  of  us  had  been  present  in  the  Assembly,  we  should 
have  voted  against  the  proposal  of  the  Senate  and  for  the  amendment  of 
Euryptolemos,  who  demanded  that  the  Generals  should  be  fairly  tried  ac- 
cording to  law.     But  this  does  not  at  all  prove  whether,  if  we  had  sat  on  a 
court  for  trying  any  one  of  the  Generals,  we  should  have  acquitted  or  con- 
victed him.  These  two  questions  arc  perfectly  distinct ;  but  Mr.  Grote  seems 
to  be  the  only  writer  who  thoroughly  distinguishes  them.  The  utter  injustice 
of  the  vote  by  which  the  Generals  died  is  plain  on  any  showing,  and  Mr. 
Grote  asserts  it  as  strongly  as  any  man.    But  as  to  the  circumstances  which 
led  the  People  to  this  unhappy  vote,  as  to  the  probable  guilt  or  innocence 
of  the  Generals  themselves,  our  accounts  are  confused  and  contradictory, 
and  it  is  not  wonderful  if  different  readers  of  the  story  come  to  different 
conclusions.     Mr.  Grote  comes  to  one  conclusion  ;  Curtius  or  any  other 
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man  has  a  perfect  ri^l)t  to  come  to  another.  Mr.  Grote  does  not  see  any 
elaborate  oligarchical  plots  on  the  part  of  Theramenfis  for  the  destruction 
of  the  Generals  or  of  anybody  else  ;  he  looks  on  the  People  as  led  away  by 
overpowering  family  feelings.  He  point?  out — what  many  have  failed  to 
see,  though  Curtius  does  see  it — that  what  the  Generals  were  charged  with 
was  not  merely  neglecting  to  take  up  dead  bodies  for  burial — though  that 
alone,  according  to  Greek  religious  ideas,  was  a  heinous  crime — but  leaving 
their  wounded  and  drowning  comrades  to  perish.  Mr.  Grote  too  accepts  as 
genuine  the  lamentations  and  accusations  of  the  kinsfolk  of  the  forsaken 
men,  who  are  commonly  represented  as  being  no  kinsfolk  at  all,  or  at  any 
rate  as  being  stirred  up  and  bribed  by  Theramenes.  Xenophon  mentions 
that  certain  mourners  appeared  ;  so  does  Diodoros.  But  Xenophon  add.s, 
while  DiodSros  does  not,  that  these  mourners  were  not  real  mourners,  but 
people  set  to  work  by  Theramenes.  Mr.  Grote  shows  the  impossibility  of 
this  story  in  itself.  Besides  this,  the  appearance  of  the  mourners  was  a 
fact  about  which  there  could  be  no  doubt;  that  they  were  bribed  by 
Theramenes  was  a  surmise,  about  which  Xenophon  or  anybody  else  might 
be  mistaken,  and  which  the  writers  whom  Diodoros  followed  did  not 
accept.  So  again  a  certain  man  came  forward  (naprjkOf)  in  the  Assembly, 
saying  that  he  had,  in  the  wreck,  saved  himself  on  a  meal-tub,  &c.  &c. 
Till  Mr.  Grote  wrote,  every  modern  writer  represented  this  man  also  as  an 
instrument  of  Theramenes.  He  was  '  produced,'  '  brought  forward,'  and 
the  like — 'wurde  endlich  auch  ein  Mann  vorgefuhrt,'  as  Curtius  has  it — 
though  no  such  meaning  can  be  got  out  of  TraprjXBe.  As  to  the  guilt  of 
the  Generals  and  the  guilt  of  Theramenes,  all  that  we  can  say  is  that  Mr. 
Grote  and  Curtius  come  to  different  conclusions.  Our  own  conclusion,  if 
it  is  worth  anything,  would  be  that  some  of  the  Generals  were  guilty, 
and  some  innocent ;  whether  the  guilty  ought  to  have  been  punished  with 
death  is  a  question  of  Athenian  law  and  feeling,  which  is  hard  to  settle  at 
this  distance  of  time.  But  it  is  hardly  fair  in  Curtius  to  leave  out  of  sight 
that  we  cannot  condemn  Theramenes  so  strongly  as  he  does,  without  in 
some  degree  also  condemning  Thrasyboulos,  who  clearly  had  a  share, 
although  a  less  prominent  one,  in  the  first  accusation.  But  it  is  really  too 
bad  to  say,  as  Curtius  does,  after  quoting  a  work  unluckily  unknown  to 
us,  Herbst's  Die  Schlacht  hei  den  Aryinusen : — 

*  In  dieser  Schrift  ist  gegen  Crete's  Versuch,  das  Verfahren  der  Biirgerschaft 
zu  rechtfertigen  und  die  Feldherren  als  schuldig  darzustellen,  das  richtige 
Sachverhaltniss  entwickelt,  wie  es  sich  aus  Xenophon  ergiebt.  X.  gegeniiber 
kann  Diod.  xiii.  101  keine  Autoritat  sein  und  es  ist  unstatthaft,  Theramenes 
Verfahren  als  eine  nothgedrungene  Selbstvertheidigung  zu  entschuldigen.' 

Now  Herbst  may  possibly  have  refuted  Mr.  Grote  on  any  of  the  points 
which  are  open  to  controversy.  He  may  have  proved  the  innocence  of  all 
the  Generals ;  he  may  have  shown  that  Theramenes  bribed  the  supposed 
mourners  or  even  the  man  who  said  that  he  had  escaped  on  the  meal-tub ; 
but  he  cannot  have  refuted  any  attempt  of  Mr.  Grote's  to  justify  the  pro- 
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ceedings  of  the  Assembly,  because  no  such  attempt  was  ever  made.  Mr. 
Grote  as  distinctly  condemns  the  doings  of  the  Assembly  as  Curtius  or 
Herbst  can  do.  On  the  very  heading  of  one  of  his  pages  may  be  read  the 
words  '  Causes  of  the  unjust  sentence.'     In  his   text  he  speaks  of  the 

*  temporary  burst  of  wrong,'  of  the  '  enormity '  of  the  proposal  of  the 
Senate,  of  its  '  breaking  through  the  established  constitutional  maxims  and 
judicial  practices  of  the  Athenian  democracy,'  of  its  '  depriving  the 
Generals  of  all  fair  trial,'  and  of  the  '  well-merited  indignation '  with 
which  *it  was  heard  by  a  large  portion  of  the  Assembly.'     It  was  an 

*  illegal  and  unconstitutional  proposition  ; '  the  Athenians  *  dishonoured 
themselves;'  'under  a  momentary  ferocious  excitement  they  rose  in 
insurrection  not  less  against  the  forms  of  their  own  democracy  than  against 
the  most  sacred  restraints  of  their  habitual  constitutional  morality.'  We 
do  not  see  what  stronger  language  Herbst  can  have  used,  or  what  stronger 
language  Curtius  can  have  wished  any  one  to  use  ;  and  it  is  hard  indeed, 
when  Mr.  Grote  has  expressed  himself  so  plainly,  that  he  should  be 
charged,  in  a  sort  of  passing  contemptuous  sneer,  with  having  defended 
what  he  most  righteously  condemned.  The  truth  plainly  is  that  Curtius 
has  neither  the  same  political  instincts  nor  the  same  knowledge  of  human 
nature  as  Mr.  Grote.  He  seemingly  cannut  understand  that  a  sentence 
may  be  utterly  monstrous  both  in  a  legal  and  a  moral  point  of  view,  and 
yet  that  the  persons  condemned  may  not  be  wholly  free  from  blame. 

We  have  thought  it  right  to  point  out  these  things  clearly,  because 
there  seems  every  chance  that  Curtius  may  depose  Grote,  and  we  believe 
that  such  a  deposition  would  be  a  great  evil.  In  all  these  political  matters 
Curtius  is  behind  his  generation  ;  he  is  behind  the  generation  to  which 
Mr.  Grote  has  explained  so  many  matters  which  before  were  dark.  But 
even  in  this  matter  of  the  condemnation  of  the  Generals,  we  may  mention 
one  point  of  detail  in  which  we  think  that  Curtius  has  the  better  of  Grote. 
Mr.  Grote  rejects,  on  grounds  Avhich  seem  to  us  very  inconclusive,  the  speech 
which  Diodoros  puts  into  the  month  of  Diomedon  as  he  is  led  to  exe- 
cution. Curtius  silently  accepts  it.  But  an  incidental  advantage  like 
this  goes  for  little  when  the  whole  story  is  so  completely  misconceived. 

Nearly  the  same  objections  will  apply  to  Curtius'  treatment  of  most  of 
the  subjects  in  which  he  comes  into  collision  with  Mr.  Grote  ;  that  is  to 
say,  of  most  of  the  political  questions  which  arise  during  the  Peloponnesian 
War.  We  cannot  express  our  feeling  better  than  by  saying  that  Curtius 
is  behindhand,  ^jrce-Cro^ja/?.  He  writes  with  the  notions  and  prejudices 
of  a  time  wliich  we  thought  had  passed  awaj^  But  there  are  better 
things  in  the  present  volume  than  these.  What  Curtius  does  grasji,  no 
man  can  .set  forth  more  clearly  or  effectively.  His  picture  of  Perikles  is 
thoroughly  well  done ;  so  is  his  general  narrative  of  Sicilian  affairs.  Both 
these  subjects  carry  us  a  little  out  of  the  beaten  track  of  Athenian 
politics.  This  may  seem  a  strange  thing  to  say  of  the  great  organizer 
of  Athenian  Democracy.  But  if  Perikles  was  the  organizer  of  the 
Athenian  Democracy,  he  was  many  other  things  as  well.      He  stands  out 
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aa  a  man  so  completely  by  himself  that  questions  about  the  exact  nature 
of  Ills  dealings  with  the  Areiopaj^os  or  with  the  law  Cfjurts  seern  of 
secondary  moment.  Into  the  many  sides  of  the  character  of  Perikles 
Curtius  thoroughly  enters,  and  he  works  them  up  into  a  portrait  in  his 
best  style.  So  again,  Sicily,  the  island  which  so  largely  filled  Greek 
imagination,  with  its  cities  and  their  revolutions,  with  its  ancient  legends 
and  its  contending  races,  a  land  which  to  the  dweller  within  the  ordinary 
range  of  Greek  history  is  a  land  half  familiar  and  half  unaccustomed, 
supplies  Curtius  with  a  far  better  field  for  his  peculiar  powers  than  he 
finds  in  the  everyday  walk  of  the  Athenian  commonwealth.  Curtius 
could,  it  strikes  us,  have  given  us  a  series  of  monographs  of  Greek  subjects 
of  brilliant  excellence  ;  many  particular  parts  of  his  subject  he  has  treated 
as  they  have  never  been  treated  before;  but  the  continuous  march  of 
Greek  political  and  military  events  is  not  his  strong  point,  and,  in 
attempting  them,  he  falls,  to  our  thinking,  far  below  the  level  of  either  of 
our  great  English  historians. 

[It  has  been  remarked  to  me  by  a  high  authority,  that  Mr.  Grote 
underrated  the  position  of  the  /cujSepi/jjrj;?,  and  that  Antiochos  really  was 
an  officer  of  rank  quite  qualified  to  take  the  command.  But  this  does  not 
make  him"ein  der  trefflichsten  RchiffsfUhrer;"  and,  after  reading  again  the 
accounts  in  Xenophon,  Diodoros,  and  Plutarch,  I  still  cannot  see  Curtius' 
story  in  them.     1880.] 
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ALEXANDEE  THE  GREAT. 

History  of  Greece.     By   Geokge   Grote,   Esq.     Vol.   XII. 
London:  1856, 

Mr.  Grote  has  fixed  the  end  of  his  great  work  at  an 
earlier  point  than  we  could  have  wished.  It  is  indeed  that 
which  he  chose  at  the  beginning  of  his  labours ;  but  we  had 
hoped  that  he  might  be  led  to  think  over  the  matter  again, 
and  not  to  lay  down  his  pen  till  he  had  traced  the  history 
of  Grecian  freedom  down  to  its  final  overthrow.  As  it  is,  he 
contents  himself  with  tracing  the  decline  of  Athenian  in- 
dependence down  to  its  lowest  pitch  of  degradation.  The 
historian  of  the  great  Democracy  cannot  bring  himself  to  go 
on  with  his  labours  in  times  when  Athens  vanishes  into 
political  insignificance,  and  when  the  main  interest  of  the 
drama  gathers  around  kingly  Macedonia  and  federal  Achaia. 
His  contempt  for  the  '  Greece  of  Polybios,'  we  must  confess, 
surprises  us.  The  Greece  of  Polybios  stands  indeed  very 
far  below  the  Greece  of  Thucydides ;  but  it  is  still  Greece, 
still  living  Greece,  Greece  still  free  and  republican.  It  was 
indeed  but  a  recovered  freedom  which  it  enjoyed,  a  freedom 
less  perfect,  less  enduring,  than  that  of  the  elder  time  ;  but 
it  was  still,  as  Pausanias  calls  it,  a  new  shoot  from  the  old 
trunk.*  But  Mr.  Grote  has  turned  away  with  something  of 
disdain  from  a  subject  which  we  think  is  worthy  of  him,  and 
which  we  are  sure  that  no  other  man  living  is  so  fit  to  treat. 

*  Otf  hr]  Ka\  fxoyis,  are  fK  8fi>8pov\f\coj3rinevov  Koi  fiiBv  to.  TrXeiova,  av(~ 
^Xa(rTr](Ttif  eK  rlyy 'EXXn'Sos  to 'Ap^atKoi/,  vii.  17,  2.  Mr.  Grote  himself  quotes 
the  passage,  xii.  527. 
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Excellently  as  it  has  been  dealt  with  by  Bishop  Thirlwall, 
there  is  still  something  to  be  added  from  Mr.  Grotc's  own 
special  point  of  view.  No  one  could  have  so  well  compared 
the  Achaian  institutions  with  those  of  earlier  and  of  later 
commonwealths.  Mr.  Grote  is  strongly  anti-Macedonian, 
but  we  should  have  expected  that  his  very  dislike  of 
Macedonia  would  have  led  him  to  look  with  special  interest 
on  the  revolution  which  freed  so  large  a  part  of  Greece  from 
Macedonian  bondage.  It  is  indeed  strange  to  find  Mr.  Grote 
dismissing,  in  two  or  three  contemptuous  lines,  the  revival 
and  the  final  struggles  of  that  Hellenic  liberty  which  is  so 
dear  to  him.  And  strange  too  we  think  it,  in  so  careful  an 
observer  of  the  affairs  of  Switzerland,  to  pay  so  little  heed 
to  one  of  the  first  and  most  successful  attempts  to  solve  the 
great  problem  of  Federal  Government. 

With  regard  to  the  Macedonian  aspect  of  the  subject,  we 
must  confess  that  we  hold  a  different  opinion.  Mr.  Grote 
is  admirably  fitted  to  be  the  historian  of  Achaia ;  he  is  not 
so  well  fitted  to  be  the  historian  of  Macedonia.  Indeed,  in 
the  present  volume  and  in  the  one  next  before  it,  he  has 
given  us  a  history  of  Macedonia  in  its  most  brilliant  period, 
which  we  cannot  but  look  upon  as  the  least  satisfactory  part 
of  his  noble  work.  Mr.  Grote's  History  is  so  great  a  work 
that  some  points  fairly  open  to  discussion  could  not  fail  to 
be  found  in  it.  He  puts  forth  so  much  that  is  new  and 
startling  that  he  must  be  prepared  for  a  certain  amount  of 
dissent  even  among  admirers  who  study  him  in  his  own  spirit. 
And  we  ourselves  have  so  often  set  forth  our  admiration  for 
his  general  treatment  of  his  subject,  we  have  borne  such  full 
and  willing  witness  to  all  that  Mr.  Grote  has  done  for  the 
truth  of  history,  that  we  have  fairly  earned  the  right  to  dis- 
pute any  special  point,  however  important.  Such  a  special 
point  of  controversy  we  find  in  his  treatment  of  the  history  of 
Macedonia,  and  especially  of  its  greatest  sovereign.  From 
Mr.  Grote's  view  of  Alexander  the  Great,  we  respectfully 
but  very  widely  dissent,  and  our  present  object  is  to  set  forth 
our  reasons  for  so  dissenting. 
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Mr.  Grote  has  many  claims  on  the  gratitude  of  the  his- 
torical student ;  but  it  is  as  the  historian  of  the  Athenian 
Democracy  that  his  claims  are  highest  and  most  enduring. 
In  that  character  he  has  won  abiding  fame.  He  has  grappled 
with  popular  errors  :  he  has  put  forth  truths  which,  but  for 
the  weighty  arguments  with  which  he  has  supported  them, 
would  have  been  at  once  cast  aside  as  paradoxes.  He  has 
justified  ostracism  ;  he  has  found  something  to  say  for  Kleon  ; 
he  has  shown  that,  even  in  the  condemnation  of  Sokrates, 
though  the  People  erred  and  erred  deeply,  yet  their  error 
was  natural  and  almost  pardonable.  Demos  is  the  darling 
of  his  affections  ;  he  watches  him  from  his  cradle,  and  for- 
sakes him  only  when  he  has  sunk  into  a  second  childhood  from 
which  no  Sausage-seller  on  earth  could  call  him  up  again. 
Now  it  was  by  Macedonian  hands  that  this  cherished  object 
was  trampled  down,  degraded,  corrupted,  well  nigh  wiped 
out  from  the  list  of  independent  states.  That  Mr.  Grote 
should  be  perfectly  fair  to  Macedonia  and  Macedonians 
would  have  been  too  much  to  hope  for.  But  the  result  is 
that  Mr.  Grote,  in  this  part  of  his  history,  sinks  far  below 
the  level  of  his  great  predecessor.  Bishop  Thirlwall's 
narrative  of  this  period  it  would  indeed  be  hard  to  outdo. 
The  clear  and  vivid  narrative,  the  critical  appreciation  of 
evidence,  the  thorough  impartiality  which  can  fully 
sympathize  with  the  cause  of  Athens  and  yet  yield  all  due 
honour  to  Alexander  and  even  to  Philip,  all  are  here  in  the 
pages  of  Bishop  Thirl  wall,  but  they  are  not  found  in  those 
of  Mr.  Grote.  Alexander,  with  him,  becomes  a  vulgar 
destroyer,  a  mere  slaughterer  of  men.  He  overthrows 
Greece  and  Persia  alike,  and  founds  nothing  in  their  stead. 
That  Philip  and  Alexander  put  an  end  to  the  brightest  glory 
and  fullest  independence  of  Greece,  cannot  be  gainsaid. 
But  it  is  another  thing  when  Mr.  Grote  deals  with  them  as 
mere  barbarian  invaders,  as  aggressors  as  thoroughly  external 
as  Darius  and  Xerxes.  Whether  the  claims  which  Philip 
and  Alexander  made  to  a  Hellenic  character  for  themselves 
or  their  people  were  just  or  unjust,  it  was  only  under  that 
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Hellenic  character  that  they  took  on  them  the  dominion  of 
Hellas.  That  their  conquests  brought  a  large  portion  of  the 
world  within  the  pale,  not  indeed  of  Greek  political  city- 
freedom,  but  of  Greek  social  life  and  intellectual  culture, 
can  as  little  be  gainsaid  as  anything  that  is  said  against 
them.  And  it  is  surely  not  unreasonable  to  believe  that 
Alexander  looked  forward  to  such  a  result,  and  that  he 
adapted  means  to  such  an  end.  In  our  view,  Alexander 
founded  a  great  deal.  He  founded  the  civilization  of  Alex- 
andria and  Constantinople.  He  founded  the  modern  Greek 
nation.  On  such  a  point  as  this,  Mr.  Finlay,  who  fully 
appreciates  the  great  Macedonian,  is  a  better  judge  than 
Mr.  Grote.  To  the  one  Alexander  is  the  end  of  his  subject ; 
to  the  other  he  is  its  beginning.  Yet  even  here,  where  we 
think  that  his  judgement  is  thoroughly  warped,  we  must 
bear  our  thankful  testimony  to  Mr.  Grote's  careful  and  con- 
scientious collation  of  every  statement  and  every  authority. 
In  this  he  presents  throughout  a  most  honourable  contrast  to 
another  great  writer  who  shares  his  view  of  the  subject. 
Niebuhr's  Lectures  on  the  age  of  Philip  and  Alexander  are 
throughout  conceived  in  the  spirit  of  the  too  famous  oration 
of  Kallisthenes.*  Everything  Macedonian  is  brought  in 
only  to  be  reviled.  Every  recorded  scandal  against  Alex- 
ander is  eagerly  seized  upon,  without  regard  to  the  evidence 
on  which  it  rests.  Even  for  actions  which  the  whole  world 
has  hitherto  agreed  to  admire  Niebuhr  is  always  ready  to 
find  out  some  unworthy  motive.  And  all  is  put  forth  with 
overbearing  dogmatism,  on  the  mere  ipse  dixit  of  Barthold 
Niebuhr.  Wholly  unlike  this  is  the  conduct  of  Mr.  Grote. 
Even  here  his  laborious  honesty  never  fails  him.  Mr.  Grote 
does  not  refuse,  even  to  a  Macedonian,  the  right,  no  less 
Macedonian  than  Athenian,  of  being  heard  before  he  is  con- 
demned. The  evidence  is,  as  ever  with  Mr.  Grote,  fully  and 
fairly  marshalled ;  the  reader  who  has  not  gone  through  the 
original  authorities  for  himself  is  put  in  a  position  to  dissent, 

*  Oli    TTjs    detvoTT^TOs  6  KaXKicrdevr]s,  aWa    Trjs    Svafifvelas    MaK€86cn,v 
aTTotfi^iv  Se'ScoKe.     Plut.  Alex.  53. 
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if  he  pleases,  from  the  decision  of  the  judge.  Hardly  ever 
does  Mr.  Grote  fail  to  bring  forward  the  passages  which 
tell  most  strongly  against  his  own  view.  He  believes  much 
against  Alexander  which  we  hold  that  the  evidence  does 
not  warrant :  but  he  never  invents  scandal  or  attributes 
motives  after  the  manner  of  Niebuhr.*  Niebuhr  is  simply 
incapable  of  understanding  a  hero  ;  Mr.  Grote  merely  fails  to 
rise  to  the  heroic  point  of  fully  appreciating  an  enemy.  With 
Niebuhr,  Alexander  becomes  a  monster  instead  of  a  man ; 
with  Mr.  Grote  he  becomes  at  the  worst  a  Barbarian  instead 
of  a  Greek.  In  short,  Niebuhr  is,  in  this  case,  a  mere  reck- 
less calumniator ;  Mr.  Grote  is  simply  one  who,  after 
weighing  a  mass  of  conflicting  authorities,  has  come  to  a 
conclusion  less  favourable  to  Alexander  of  Macedon  than  we 
ourselves  have  come  to  after  weighing  the  same  authorities. 

Of  the  life  of  Alexander  we  have  five  consecutive  narra- 
tives, besides  numerous  allusions  and  fragments  scattered  up 
and  down  various  Greek  and  Latin  writers.  Of  these  last, 
the  greatest  in  number  and  the  most  curious  in  detail  are  to 
be  found  in  the  strange  miscellany  of  Atheriaios ;  but  the 
most  really  valuable  are  due  to  the  judicious  and  accurate 
Strabo.  Of  our  five  writers,  Arrian  and  Quintus  Curtius  have 
given  us  separate  histories  of  the  great  conqueror.  The  work 
of  Arrian  has  come  down  to  us  whole,  with  the  exception  of 
a  single  gap.  In  the  work  of  Curtius  there  are  several  such 
gaps,  and  the  whole  of  his  two  first  books  are  wanting. 
Plutarch  has  devoted  to  Alexander  one  of  his  longest  biogra- 
phies ;  Diodoros  bestows  on  him  a  whole  book  of  his  Universal 
History  ;  Justin  gives  a  shorter  narrative  in  his  abridgement 
of  Trogus  Pompeius,  But  we  have  again  to  regret  a  very 
considerable  gap  in  the  narrative  of  Diodoros,  which  however 
is  partially  supplied  by  the  headings  of  the  chapters  being 
preserved. 

Here,  it  might  be  thought,  are  authorities  enough ;  but 

*  [Of  these  Lectures  of  Nicbiihi's  something  more  will  be  found  in  the 
next  Essay.] 
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unluckily,  among  all  the  five,  there  is  not  a  single  contem- 
porary chronicler.  All  five  write  at  secondhand ;  the 
earliest  of  them  writes  about  three  centuries  after  Alexander's 
death.  The  value  of  all,  it  is  clear,  must  depend  upon  the 
faithfulness  with  which  they  represent  the  earlier  writings 
which  they  had  before  them,  and  upon  the  amount  of  critical 
power  which  they  may  have  brought  to  bear  upon  their 
examination.  Unluckily  again,  among  all  the  five,  one  only 
has  any  claim  to  the  name  of  a  critic.  Arrian  alone  seems 
to  have  had  at  once  the  will  and  the  power  to  exercise  a  dis- 
creet judgement  upon  the  statements  of  those  who  went  before 
him.  Diodoros  we  believe  to  be  perfectly  honest,  but  he 
is,  at  the  same  time,  impenetrably  stupid.  Plutarch,  as 
he  himself  tells  us,  does  not  write  history,  but  lives;  his 
object  is  rather  to  gather  anecdotes,  to  point  a  moral,  than 
to  give  a  formal  narrative  of  political  and  military  events. 
Justin  is  a  feeble  and  careless  epitomizer.  Quintus  Curtius 
is,  in  our  eyes,  little  better  than  a  romance- writer  ;  he  is  the 
only  one  of  the  five  whom  we  should  suspect  of  any  wilful 
departure  from  the  truth. 

The  contemporary  historians  of  Alexander's  exploits  were 
by  no  means  few,  but  most  of  them  seem  to  have  been  of 
very  inferior  character.  His  own  generation  gave  birth  to  no 
Thucydides,  and  the  next  to  no  Herodotus.  Both  Arrian 
and  Strabo*  constantly  complain  of  the  contradictions  in 
their  statements,  and  of  the  way  in  which  most  of  them 
trifled  with  their  subject.  They  tell  us  of  their  wild  fables, 
their  gross  exaggerations,  their  constant  sacrifice  of  truth  to 
effect.  Kleitarchos,  Onesikritos,  Hegesias,  the  unfortunate 
Kallisthenes,  all  have  a  very  bad  name  among  later  writers. 
Even  Chares  of  Mytilene,  though  an  author  of  higher 
character,  has  handed  down  to  us  some  very  doubtful  state- 

*  OiSe  ToiS  Trepl  'AXe^di/Spou  8e  crvyypa^acnv  padiov  moTeveiv  Tola  noWois, 
K.T.X.  Strabo,  xi.  6  (vol.  ii.  p.  424,  Tauchnitz).  ArjXoOo-t  8e  paXtcrra 
TovTO  oi  Tas  'AXe^di/Spou  npd^eis  dvaypdyl/avres,  npoaridevrfs  pilv  noXv  Kal 
TO  TTjs  KoXaAceias  etSos.  xvii.  1  (vol.  iii.  p.  459). 
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ments.  Some  seem  to  have  been  wilful  liars*  ;  others  were 
nothing  worse  than  dreaming  pedants,  whose  accounts  of 
military  and  political  affairs  seemed  ridiculous  to  practical 
men  like  Polybios  and  Arrian. 

Of  the  guides  that  we  have,  it  is  plain  that  Diodoros  and 
Curtius  drew  largely  from  the  same  sources,  but  they  do  not 
often  quote  their  authorities.  Of  these  two,  Diodoros,  we 
have  no  doubt,  honestly  repeated  what  he  found  in  his  books, 
as  far  as  he  understood  it ;  but  he  had  not  the  slightest 
critical  power  to  judge  between  one  statement  and  another. 
In  fact,  as  we  find  from  his  narrative  of  times  when  we  are 
better  able  to  test  him,  he  could  not  always  grasp  the 
meaning  of  a  plain  story  when  it  was  set  before  him.  Cur- 
tius, whoever  he  was  and  whenever  he  lived,  was  a  man  of 
far  higher  powers.  Like  Livy,  he  tells  his  tale  to  perfec- 
tion as  a  mere  matter  of  rhetoric.  But  then  rhetoric  is  all 
that  he  has  to  give  us  ;  his  constant  sacrifice  of  everything 
to  oratorical  display,  his  palpable  blunders  in  history  and 
geography,  his  manifest  exaggerations,  his  love  of  the  wonder- 
ful and  the  horrible  wherever  he  can  find  them — all  show 
that  he  represents  the  most  extravagant  and  inaccurate 
among  the  earlier  writers ;  they  even  suggest  the  thought 
that  a  great  deal  may  in  truth  come  from  his  own  imagination. 
In  fact,  in  reading  Curtius,  we  feel  that  we  are  already  on 
the  road  to  the  wild  romance  of  the  false  Kallisthenes,  and 
to  the  yet  stranger  imaginings  of  the  Eastern  historians. 
It  is  highly  dangerous  to  accept  any  statement  on  his  witness 
alone.t 

*  Such  at  least  seems  to  have  been  Strabo's  judgement  of  Onesikritos, 
XV.  1  (vol.  iii.  p.  269).  'Ovria-iKpiTos,  ov  ovk  'AXe^ai/Spov  fiaXXov  ^  rau 
irapa86^(ov  dpxi-Kv^fpvrjTrjv  TrpoaeiTTOi  ris  nv'  TrdvTfs  p-ev  yap  ol  nepl 
^A\e^av8pov  to  davpacrrov  avrl  TaXrjdovs  aTredexovTO  pdWov'  VTr€pl3dWe(r6ai 
be  SoKet  Tovs  toctovtovs  eKelvos  rrj  TepaToKoyiq. 

j-  Curtius,  we  suspect,  was  capable  of  better  things.  He  once  or  twice 
(see  ix.  5.  21)  attempts  criticism ;  he  once  really  gives  us  a  piece  of  it. 
There  was  a  tale  that  Alexander  once  caused  Lysimachos,  the  future  King, 
to  be  exposed  to  a  lion.  Curtius  acutely  finds  the  origin  of  the  fable  in 
an  encounter  between  Lysimachos  and  a  lion  at  a  hunting-party  in 
Alexander's  presence  (viii.  1.  17). 
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The  object  of  Plutarch,  as  wo  have  already  said,  was 
anecdote  or  biography  rather  than  history.  He  may  there- 
fore fairly  be  judged  by  a  less  severe  standard  than  any  of 
the  other  writers.  And  certainly,  of  the  two,  we  look  far 
more  favourably  upon  the  anecdotes  of  Plutarch  than  upon 
the  marvels  of  Curtius.  We  are  far  from  accepting  them  in 
the  mass  as  literal  facts.  Anecdotes  arc  easy  to  invent  and 
easier  to  improve ;  indeed  the  man  is  a  sort  of  martyr  to 
truthfulness  who  can  withstand  the  temptation  of  making  a 
good  story  still  better.  But,  for  an  anecdote  to  pass  current 
at  all,  it  must  have  a  kind  of  truth.  It  must  have  a  certain 
degree  of  probability ;  it  must  at  least  be  the  kind  of  thing 
which  might  have  happened,  even  if  it  never  actually  did 
happen.  Stories  of  this  kind  may  therefore  generally  be 
accepted  as  throwing  light  upon  the  character  of  the  persons 
of  whom  they  speak.  Plutarch  again  is  more  valuable 
than  Curtius  or  Diodoros,  from  his  frequent  references  to 
his  authorities.  Among  these  he  often  refers  to  one 
source  of  information  which  would  be  the  highest  of  all, 
could  we  only  feel  sure  of  its  genuineness,  namely,  the 
private  letters  of  Alexander  himself.  Of  the  letters  which 
claimed  to  be  Alexander's  we  should  like  to  know  more 
than  we  can  find  out  from  Plutarch's  occasional  quotations. 
It  is  well  known  that  letters  are  easily  forged,  and  that 
they  often  were  forged  in  those  times.  We  cannot  therefore 
look  upon  these  documents,  which  seem  to  have  been  un- 
known to  Arrian,*  with  any  great  measure  of  trust.      At 

*  Arrian  indeed  (vii.  23,  9)  refers  to  a  letter  sent  by  Alexander  to 
Kleomenes,  his  Satrap  in  Egypt ;  but  be  merely  works  its  contents  into 
his  naiTative,  as  if  he  had  read  in  Ptolemy  or  Aristoboulos  that  such  a 
letter  was  sent.  Had  he  known  and  believed  in  the  collection  of  epistles 
referred  to  by  Plutarch,  he  would  surely  have  placed  them  above  either  of 
his  favourite  authorities. 

Bishop  Thirlwall  (vol.  vii.  p.  386)  argues  in  favour  of  the  genuineness 
of  one  of  the  letters  quoted  by  Plutarch,  that  it  is  '  placed  beyond  doubt 
by  its  direction  \)LpaTepa  Ka\  'ArraXw  koI  'AXKera],  which  would  not  have 
occurred  to  a  forger.'  Surely  this  turns  upon  the  skill  of  the  forger  and 
the  means  of  knowledge  at  his  command. 

Strabo  (xv.  1  ;  vol.  iii.  p.  275,  Tauchnitz)  quotes  a  letter  from  Krateros 
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most  they  can  only  be  looked  on  as  one  source  of  knowledge 
among  others. 

Arrian,  as  he  himself  tells  us,  chose  the  two  narratives  of 
Ptolemy  and  Aristoboulos  as  the  groundwork  of  his  own. 
Both,  he  tells  us,  were  companions  of  Alexander ;  both  wrote 
after  his  death,  when  they  had  nothing  to  hope  or  to  fear 
from  him  :  Ptolemy  moreover  was  a  King,  in  whom  false- 
hood would  be  specially  unlikely.  We  do  not  profess  to 
share  Arrian's  ultra-royalism  on  this  last  head ;  but  we  think 
that  we  can  see  good  reasons  for  placing  Ptolemy  among  our 
most  trustworthy  authorities.  On  two  occasions,  when  his 
name  was  honourably  put  forward  by  other  writers — probably 
his  own  flatterers — he  himself  disclaimed  all  merit.  When 
Alexander  received  his  famous  wound  among  the  Malli, 
Ptolemy,  according  to  some  stories,  was  one  of  those  who 
first  came  to  his  help.  According  to  Ptolemy  himself,  he 
was  in  command  of  another  division  of  the  army  in  another 
part  of  the  country.*  In  the  like  sort,  according  to  Diodoros 
and  Curtius,  Ptolemy  was  once  wounded  by  a  poisoned  arrow, 
and  the  means  of  relief  were  revealed  to  Alexander  in  a 
vision.  As  Arrian  speaks  of  nothing  of  the  kind,  we  may 
infer  that  Ptolemy  spoke  of  nothing  either  :  t  for  the  tale  was 
one  which,  had  it  rested  on  any  tolerable  evidence,  Arrian 
would  not  have  been  inclined  to  cast  aside.  For  Arrian,  like 
Pausanias,  was  a  devout  pagan,  and  he  loved  tales  of  omens 
and  prodigies,  which  he  sometimes  tells  at  disproportionate 
length.  But  he  is  quite  free  from  that  general  love  of 
exaggerated  and  horrible  stories  which  is  so  rife  among  the 
inferior  writers.  It  was  doubtless  the  sober  and  practical 
tone  of  the  narratives  of  Ptolemy  and  Aristoboulos,  as  con- 
trasted with  the  monstrous  fables  of  Onesikritos  and  Kleit- 
archos,  which  led  him  to  follow  them  before  all  others. 


to  Ms  mother,  which  may  belong  to  the  same  collection.    Either  the  letter 
must  have  been  a  forgery,  or  Krateros  must  have  been  a  liar  of  the  first 
order.    Strabo  himself  calls  it  eTna-roXrjv  ttoXXo  t«  ciKKa  irapabo^a  (ppd^ovaav 
Kcu  ovx  oixoXoyova-av  ovtevi.     It  makes  A lexander  reach  the  Ganges. 
*  Arrian,  vi.  11.  t  See  Ste  Croix,  p.  409. 
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We  hold  then  that  Arrian  ought  to  be  our  chief  guide  ; 
and  yet  we  can  grant  to  Mr.  Grote  that  his  silence  does  not 
always  absolutely  set  a  statement  aside.  But  our  reason  is 
not  quite  the  same  as  Mr.  Grote's.  The  other  writers  often 
contain  stories  to  the  discredit  of  Alexander,  which  are  not 
found  in  Arrian.  Mr.  Grote  infers  that  the  other  writers 
preserved  the  truth,  which  was  kept  back  by  Ptolemy  and 
Aristoboulos,  in  their  zeal  for  Alexander's  good  name.  Arch- 
deacon Williams  of  Cardigan,  on  the  other  hand,  will  have  it 
that  the  writers  of  what  he  calls  '  republican  Greece '  did 
nothing  but  invent  tales  to  the  disparagement  of  the  royal 
Macedonian.  This  phantasy  has  been  tossed  to  the  winds  by 
the  stronger  hand  of  his  Diocesan.*  The  mass  of  Greek 
writers,  at  all  events  of  later  Greek  writers,  certainly  did  not 
run  down  Alexander  either  as  a  King  or  as  a  Macedonian. 
They  had  got  over  their  hatred  of  Kings,  and  they  had  learned 
to  look  on  Macedonians  as  Greeks.  The  chief  vice  which 
Strabo  lays  to  their  charge,  is  not  depreciation,  but  flattery 
and  love  of  the  marvellous.  And  no  small  appetite  they  do 
indeed  show  for  the  extravagant,  the  horrible,  and  the 
scandalous.  Among  all  this,  Alexander  of  course  comes  in 
for  his  share;  but  so  do  his  enemies  likewise.  Deeds  of 
wrong  are  laid  to  the  charge  of  both  which  most  likely  neither 
of  them  ever  did.  But  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  not  necessary 
to  believe  that  Ptolemy  and  Aristoboulos  were  such  formal 
apologists  for  Alexander  as  Mr.  Grote  seems  to  take  for 
granted.  To  suppose  that  they  wilfully  left  out  Alexander's 
crimes  implies  that  they  looked  on  them  as  crimes.  But  there 
is  no  reason  to  give  Ptolemy  and  Aristoboulos  credit  for  a 
higher  moral  standard  than  that  of  Alexander  himself.  If 
Alexander,  as  Mr.  Grote  believes,t  massacred  the  Branchidai 

*  Perhaps  every  one  of  Bishop  Thirlwall's  endless  sarcasms  against 
Archdeacon  Williams's  '  Life  of  Alexander,'  is  in  itself  strictly  deserved. 
Yet  the  book,  as  a  whole,  is  not  so  bad  as  might  be  thought  from  the 
specimens  thus  embalmed.  Among  a  good  many  blunders  and  a  great 
deal  of  partiality,  it  shows  some  thought  and  research,  and  it  is  written  in 
a  specially  agreeable  manner. 

t  Vol.  xii.  p.  275. 
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as  an  act  of  piety,  Ptolemy  or  Aristoboulos  would  be  quite  as 
likely  to  applaud  as  to  condemn  the  deed.  If,  out  of  zeal  for 
Alexander's  good  name,  they  left  out  the  kiss  publicly  given 
by  him  to  Bagoas  *  in  the  theatre,  we  must  infer  that  their 
morals  were  sterner  than  those  of  the  assembled  Macedonians, 
Greeks,  and  Persians  who  called  for  and  who  applauded 
the  act.  It  is  far  more  likely  that  they  passed  by  the  one 
tale  as  untrue,  the  other  perhaps  as  untrue,  anyhow  as  trivial. 
Still  it  must  be  allowed  that  the  silence  of  Arrian  is  not  of 
itself  conclusive  against  a  statement.  Arrian  was  himself  a 
military  man  of  some  reputation,  fond  both  of  the  theory  and 
the  practice  of  his  art.  His  history  therefore  is  primarily  a 
military  one,  and  he  sometimes  passes  lightly  over  matters 
which  do  not  bear  on  military  affairs.  But  both  the  asser- 
tions and  the  silence  of  Arrian  afford  strong  a  priori  grounds 
of  historical  presumption,  against  Avhich  the  statements 
of  the  other  writers  must  be  weighed  at  whatever  they  are 
worth. 

It  is  no  wonder  then  that,  from  such  a  mass  of  conflicting 
evidence,  different  minds  should  draw  different  conclusions, 
and  that  Alexander  should  appear  one  kind  of  being  to 
Mitford,  Droysen,  and  Archdeacon  Williams,  and  quite 
another  to  Ste  Croix,  Niebuhr,  and  Mr.  Grote.  Among  these 
Droysen  and  Niebuhr  form  the  two  extremes  on  either  side, 
for  blind  and  often  unfair  idolatry,  and  for  still  more  blind 
and  unfair  depreciation.  High  above  them  all,  the  serene 
intellect  of  Bishop  Thirlwall  holds  the  judicial  balance.  He 
can  sympathize  with  the  fall  of  Athenian  freedom  without 
denying  the  common  rights  of  mankind  to  its  destroyers. 
He  can  reverence  Lykourgos  and  Demosthenes,  and  can  yet 
see  a  hero  in  Alexander,  and  not  an  unmixed  monster  even  in 
Philip.  He  can  understand  how  a  man  exposed  to  the  most 
fearful  of  temptations  may  sink  into  many  faults  and  occa- 
sional crimes,  and  yet  keep  a  heart  sound  at  its  core.     He 

*  See  Plut.  Alex.  67  (compare,  on  the  other  hand,  c.  22) ;  Athen.  xiii. 
80  (p.  603) ;  compare,  on  the  other  hand,  x.  45  (p.  435).  Compare  also 
the  counter  story  about  Agesilaos,  Xen.  Ages.  v.  4. 
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will  not  deny  to  such  an  one,  though  he  may  have  been  the 
author  of  much  incidental  evil,  his  claim  to  be  ranked 
among  the  benefactors  of  mankind.  The  oftener  we  read 
Bishop  Thirl  wall's  narrative  of  this  period,  tlie  more  disposed 
are  we  to  see  in  it  the  nearest  approach  to  the  perfection  of 
critical  history.  The  acute  appreciation,  the  calm  balancing 
of  evidence,  the  deep  knowledge  of  human  nature,  the  clear 
and  vigorous  narrative,  the  eloquence  and  feeling  with  wliich 
he  sums  up  the  character  of  the  conqueror,  would  be  alone 
enough  to  place  their  author  in  the  very  first  rank  of  his- 
torical writers.  In  his  treatment  of  the  internal  affairs  of 
Athens  in  earlier  times  Mr.  Grote  far  outshines  Bishop 
Thirl  wall ;  but  nowhere  does  he  equal,  or  even  approach,  the 
Bishop's  admirable  narrative  of  the  period  from  the  accession 
of  Philip  to  the  death  of  Demetrios  Poliorketes.  It  is  there- 
fore, on  the  whole,  the  Alexander  of  Thirlwall,  rather  than 
the  Alexander  either  of  Grote  or  Droysen,  who  deserves  to 
live  in  the  memory  of  mankind  and  to  challenge  the  admira- 
tion of  the  world. 

The  first  leading  fact  in  Alexander's  history  is  that  a  King 
of  the  Macedonians  overthrew  the  Persian  empire,  in  the  cha- 
racter of  a  Captain-general  of  Hellas  and  in  the  name  of 
Hellenic  vengeance  for  wrongs  wrought  on  Hellas  by  the  Bar- 
barians of  a  past  generation.  The  second  fact  is  that,  when 
he  had  carried  out  this  work,  he  began  to  identify  himself 
with  the  empire  which  he  had  overthrown,  that  he  took  on 
himself  the  character  of  King  of  Asia,  that  he  began  a  series 
of  conquests  in  which  neither  Greece  nor  Macedonia  had 
either  real  or  sentimental  interest,  and,  that  he  was  cut  off 
while  engaged  in  organizing  a  world-wide  dominion  of  which 
both  Greece  and  Macedonia  would  have  been,  in  geographical 
extent,  insignificant  corners.  In  looking  at  such  a  career, 
its  hero  must  be  judged  by  the  standard  of  his  own  times, 
and  not  by  any  standard,  whether  moral  or  political,  which 
is  either  purely  Christian  or  purely  modern.  Alexander 
cannot  be  fairly  judged  by  a  higher  standard,  except  on  a 
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view  which  is  of  itself  the  greatest  homage  to  him — namely, 
that  he  was  a  man  of  such  greatness  as  to  belong  to  all  time, 
one  to  whom  men  might  reasonably  look  to  forestall  the 
progress  of  future  ages.  But  in  all  fairness,  Alexander 
must  be  looked  on  simply  as  a  heathen  Greek  warrior  of  the 
fourth  century  before  Christ.  It  is  enough  if  his  career, 
allowing  for  his  special  circumstances  and  temptations,  be 
found  to  be  not  less  honourable  than  that  of  Agesilaos  or 
Pelopidas.  Mr.  Grote,  who  looks  at  Alexander  not  as  a 
Greek  but  as  a  Barbarian,  should  in  fairness  judge  him  by 
a  standard  still  less  strict ;  he  should  not  condemn  him  if 
he  reaches  the  measure  of  the  better  class  of  Persian  rulers, 
of  the  first  Darius,  of  the  elder  or  the  younger  Cyrus. 

Nothing  would  be  easier  than  to  set  forth  in  glowing 
languaece  the  wretchedness  which  must  have  been  the  im- 
mediate  result  of  Alexander's  conquests,  and  to  lament  that 
the  lives  of  countless  thousands  should  have  been  sacrificed 
to  the  insatiable  ambition  of  a  single  man.  But  these  are 
objections,  not  to  Alexander,  but  to  war  in  the  abstract.  The 
real  questions  are,  Were  the  wars  of  Alexander  unjust  accord- 
ing to  the  principles  of  his  own  age  ?  Were  they  carried  on 
with  any  circumstances  of  cruelty  or  perfidy  contrary  to  the 
laws  of  war  which  were  then  acknowledged  ? 

The  notions  which  were  held,  not  only  by  Greek  soldiers, 
but  by  Greek  philosophers  also,  as  to  the  relations  between 
Greek  and  Barbarian,  were  of  a  kind  which  it  is  not  easy  for 
modern  Europe  to  enter  into.  They  may  be  compared  with 
the  line  which  Islam  draws  between  the  true  believer  and 
the  infidel.  Between  those  two  classes  there  is  to  be  an 
endless  holy  war,  modified  only  by  the  obligations  which  may 
spring  out  of  special  treaties,  or  rather  truces.  Unless  he  is 
under  the  safeguard  of  such  special  engagements,  the  infidel 
has  nothing  to  look  for  but  death  or  submission.  Not  very 
unlike  this  was  the  light  in  which,  for  some  ages  at  least, 
the  Christians*  of  Europe  looked  on  the  heathens  of  Asia, 
Africa,  and  America.    The  old  Greek  deemed  the  Barbarian, 

*  See  Arnold,  Thucydides,  vol.  i.  p.  28. 
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unless  he  was  protected  by  some  special  compact,  to  be  his 
natural  foe  and  his  natural  slave.  War  between  the  two  was 
looked  upon  as  the  regular  order  of  things.  And  war,  it 
should  be  remembered,  even  when  waged  by  Greek  against 
Greek,  carried  with  it  utter  havoc  and  devastation.  Fruit- 
trees  were  cut  down,  corn-fields  were  trampled,  houses  were 
burned,  every  kind  of  wanton  ravage  was  wrought,  not  only 
from  the  incidental  necessities  of  a  battle,  but  as  the  ordinary 
consequence  of  a  march  through  an  enemy's  country. 
Nothing  but  a  special  capitulation  could  even  secure  the  life 
and  freedom  of  the  prisoner.  To  slaughter  the  men  and  sell 
the  women  and  children  of  a  captured  town  was  looked  on 
indeed  as  harshness,  but  as  harshness  which  occasion  might 
justify,  and  which  was  no  breach  of  the  received  laws  of  war. 
If  we  look  at  it  by  these  principles,  we  shall  hardly  pronounce 
Alexander's  attack  on  the  Persian  empire  to  have  been 
unjust  in  itself;  we  shall  certainly  not  pronounce  it  to  have 
been  carried  out  with  wanton  harshness  in  detail. 

Long  before  Alexander  was  born,  long  before  Macedonia 
rose  to  greatness,  a  Pan-hellenic  expedition  against  Persia 
had  been  the  day-dream  alike  of  Greek  statesmen  and  of 
Greek  rhetoricians.  It  was  the  cherished  vision  of  the  long 
life  of  Isokrates.  It  had  been  planned  by  the  Thessalian 
Tagos  Jason.  It  had  been  actually  begun  by  the  Spartan 
King  Agesilaos.  Demosthenes  himself  would  hardly  have 
said  anything  against  it  on  the  score  of  abstract  justice.  In 
his  view  it  was  untimely,  it  was  impolitic,  it  was  dangerous 
to  Athenian  and  even  to  Hellenic  interests.  Persia  was  no 
longer  to  be  feared,  while  Macedonia  was  of  all  powers  the 
one  that  was  most  to  be  feared.  These  arguments  settled 
the  matter  as  against  a  Pan-hellenic  attack  on  Persia  under 
Macedonian  headship.  But  there  is  no  reason  to  think  that 
such  a  warfare,  under  more  favourable  circumstances  and 
with  a  less  dangerous  leader,  w^ould  have  sinned  against  any 
abstract  moral  instinct  in  any  Athenian  or  Lacedaemonian 
statesman. 

The  question  now  arises,  How  far  had  Alexander  any  right 
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to  put  himself  forward  as  the  champion  of  united  Hellas 
against  the  Barbarian  ?  According  to  Mr.  Grote,  Alexander 
himself  was  no  Greek,  but  a  mere  Barbarian  or  half-Barbarian, 
who  had  at  most  put  on  some  superficial  varnish  of  Hellenic 
culture.  He  was  a  mere  '  non-Hellenic  conqueror,'  almost 
as  external  as  Darius  or  Xerxes.  Instead  of  the  champion, 
he  was  the  destroyer,  the  tyrant,  of  independent  Hellas. 
Grecian  interests  lay  on  the  side  of  Persia,  not  on  that  of 
Macedonia.  The  victory  of  Alexander  at  Gaugamela  brought 
about  substantially  the  same  results  as  would  have  followed 
a  victory  of  Xerxes  at  Salamis.  In  fact,  if  a  cry  of  Hellenic 
liberty  or  Hellenic  vengeance  was  to  be  raised,  it  was  the 
despot  of  Bella,  not  the  despot  of  Susa,  against  whom  the 
national  crusade  ought  to  have  been  preached. 

In  all  this  there  is  much  of  truth.  Indeed,  the  purely 
political  portion  of  the  theory  cannot  be  disputed.  It  had 
been  before  put  forth,  with  no  difference  that  we  can  see,  by 
Bishop  Thirlwall  himself.  Archdeacon  Williams  indeed 
holds,  with  the  Corinthian  Demaratos,  that  the  sight  of 
Alexander  on  the  throne  of  Darius  '  must  have  been  a  source 
of  the  greatest  pride  and  exultation  to  every  Greek  who 
possessed  a  single  spark  of  national  feeling.'*  But  even  he 
can  see  that  the  Macedonians  at  Issos  *  conquered  not  the 
Persians  alone,  but  the  united  efforts  of  Southern  Greece  and 
Persia.' t  Undoubtedly  Greek  interests,  in  the  narrower 
sense,  lay  on  the  Persian,  and  not  on  the  Macedonian  side. 
A  Persian  victory  at  Gaugamela  would  have  been  almost  as 
great  a  gain  for  the  political  freedom  of  Athens  as  was  the 
Persian  defeat  at  Marathon.  The  old  Greek  system  of 
independent  city-commonwealths  was  in  no  wise  threatened 
by  Persia  ;  it  was  more  than  threatened  by  Macedonia.  We 
see  all  this  now  ;  Athenian  and  Spartan  statesmen  saw  it  at 
the  time.  It  was  natural  that  every  Athenian  patriot  should 
see  a  friend  in  his  old  enemy  the  Great  King,  a  foe  and  an 
oppressor  in  the  self-styled  champion  of  Greece.  Xor  is  it 
unnatural  that  the  modern  champion  of  Athenian  freedom 
*  Life  of  Alexander,  p.  176.  t  Hiid.  p.  111. 
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should  sec  the  whole  matter  from  an  Athenian  point  of  view, 
and  should  set  down  the  claims  of  Alexander  to  Hellenic 
championship  as  mere  mockery  and  pretence.  But  all  tliis 
by  no  means  proves  that  there  was  not  another  side  to  the 
question,  one  which  might  be  fairly  taken,  and  which  actually 
was  taken,  both  by  Alexander  himself  and  by  a  large  part  of 
the  Greek  nation. 

The  exact  ethnical  relation  between  the  Greek  and  the 
Macedonian  people  is  a  difficult  question,  and  one  on  which 
we  need  not  here  enter.*  Very  diflferent  statements  are 
found  in  different  authorities.  Alexander  assumes  Mace- 
donia to  be  beyond  doubt  part  of  Greece,  t  Demosthenes 
reckons  Philip,  not  only  as  no  Greek,  but  as  among  the  vilest 
of  Barbarians-I  Both  these  statements  are  clearly  interested 
exaggerations  in  opposite  directions.  The  Macedonian  was 
certainly  not  strictly  a  Greek,  yet  neither  was  he  strictly  a 
Barbarian ;  §  he  had  at  least  a  power  of  adopting  Greek 
culture  which  was  not  shared  by  the  Persian  or  the  Egyptian. 
Throughout  the  campaigns  of  Alexander,  we  always  feel  that 
Greeks  and  Macedonians,  whatever  might  be  the  amount  of 
difference  among  themselves,  form  one  class  as  opposed  to 
the  mere  Asiatic  Barbarian.  It  is  not  only  that  they  were 
fighting  under  the  same  banners, — so  were  Greek  and 
Barbarian  on  the  opposite  side, — it  is  that  Greek  and 
Macedonian  alike  display  those  peculiar  military  qualities 
which  have  always  distinguished  the  European  from  the 
Asiatic,  and  of  which  the  Greek  had  hitherto  been  the  great 
example.  The  Macedonian,  in  short,  if  not  a  born  Greek, 
became  a  naturalized  Greek.  He  was  the  first-fruits  of  that 
artificial  Greek  nation  which  was  to  play  so  important  a 

*  [See  above,  p.  92.] 

t   Ma/ceSoi-tai/  Kai  rrjv  aWi]v  'EXXaSa.      (Arrian,  ii.  14.) 

X  01)  fiovov  ov^  "EXXtji/os  ovtos  ov8e  Tvpoa-TjKovros  ovdev  toIs  "'EWtjctiv,  aXX' 
ov8e  ^ap^dpov  evrevdev  odev  koKov  elnelv,  dXX*  oXedpov  MaKeBovos,  k.t.X. 
Dem.  Phil.  iii.  40  (p.  119). 

§' Greeks,  Macedonians,  Barbarians'  are  spoken  of  as  three  distinct 
classes,  not  only  by  Arrian  (ii.  7,  iv.  11)  but  by  Isokrates,  Philip,  17S. 
So  Plutarch,  Alex.  47  (of.  51). 
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part  in  later  times,  and  whose  nationality  is  still  vigorons 
and  progressive  in  our  own  day.  Indeed,  from  the  highest 
Hellenic  type  at  Athens  the  descent  is  very  gradual  down  to 
the  non-Hellenic  or  semi-Hellenic  Epeirots  and  Macedonians. 
The  latter  surely  did  not  stand  so  far  below  the  Greek  of 
^tolia  or  Thessaly  as  the  Greek  of  -3^]tolia  or  Thessaly  stood 
below  the  Greek  of  Athens.  The  few  traces  which  we  have 
of  the  old  Macedonian  language  show  it  to  have  been  a  speech 
not  strictly  Greek,  but  still  closely  allied  to  Greek.  It  may 
even  have  been  no  further  removed  from  Attic  purity  than 
was  the  speech  of  the  wild  ^tolians.*  At  all  events,  Greek 
of  respectable  purity  soon  became  the  one  tongue  of 
Macedonian  government,  literature,  and  business.  A  nation 
which  could  so  soon  take  up  with  the  language,  manners, 
and  religion  of  Greece  cannot  be  looked  upon  as  a  horde  of 
outside  Barbarians  like  the  Persian  invaders.  Nor  did  the 
adoption  of  Greek  manners  by  the  Macedonians  merely 
answer  to  their  partial  adoption  in  after  days  by  the 
Roman  conquerors  of  Greece.  The  Roman  never  lost  his 
separate  national  being  and  his  national  dominion.  He 
never  looked  on  himself  as  a  Greek  or  laid  aside  the  language 
of  Latium.  But  the  Macedonian  sank  his  distinct  nationality 
in  that  of  his  subjects.  He  was  content  with  the  position  of 
the  dominant  Greek  among  other  Greeks. 

But  whatever  the  Macedonian  people  were,  the  Macedonian 
Kings  were  undoubtedly  Hellenic.  Isokrates  loves  to  point 
to  the  willing  subjection  of  Macedonia  to  its  Greek  rulers 
as  one  of  the  noblest  tributes  to  the  inborn  superiority  of  the 
Greek.f  In  much  earlier  times  the  judges  of  Olympia  had 
acknowledged  another  Alexander  as  a  Greek,  an  Argive,  a 
Herakleid.  In  the  veins  of  the  son  of  Philip  and  Olympias 
the  blood  of  Herakles  was  mingled  with  the  blood  of  Achilleus. 
Not  only  Philip,  but  earlier  Macedonian  Kings,  had  striven, 
and  not  without  fruit,  to  bring  their  subjects  within  the  pale 

*  "Onep  [Evpurai/es]  fieyiarov  fxepos  earl  tS>v  AlraXav,  dyixoaTOTaToi  Se 
yXcoaaav  Ka\  wfjLOCpdyoL  elalv,  ws  Xf-yoirai.     (Thuc.  iii.  94.) 
t  Isuk.  Pbilip,  125,  6. 
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of  the  civilization  of  their  own  race.  Philip  first  showed 
himself  to  the  south  of  Olympos,  not  as  a  Barbarian  con- 
queror, but  as  the  champion  of  Apollon,  chosen  by  the 
Amphiktyonic  Synod  to  lead  the  armies  of  the  God  against 
the  sacrilegious  Phokian.  His  services  were  rewarded  by 
the  admission  of  himself  and  his  successors  as  members  of 
the  great  religious  Council  of  Greece.  From  that  moment 
Macedonia  is  clearly  entitled  to  rank  as  a  Greek  state. 

The  object  of  Philip  clearly  was,  not  to  macedonize  Hellas, 
but  to  hellenize  Macedonia.  Macedonia  was  acknowledged 
as  a  Greek  state ;  the  next  step  was  to  make  it  the  dominant 
Greek  state.  The  supremacy,  the  riyefiovia,  of  Greece  which 
had  so  often  been  struggled  for  among  her  leading  cities, 
was  now  to  be  claimed  by  the  King  of  the  Macedonians,  not 
as  a  foreign  invader,  but  by  virtue  of  his  Hellenic  position  as 
chief  of  the  most  powerful  of  Greek  states.  By  the  con- 
federacy of  Corinth,  Macedonia  was  clothed  with  the  same 
supremacy  which,  after  the  battle  of  Aigos  Potamos  and  again 
after  the  peace  of  Antalkidas,  had  been  held  by  Sparta. 
The  existence  of  such  a  supremacy  in  both  cases  sinned 
,  against  Greek  political  instincts,  and  in  both  cases  it  led  to 
much  practical  oppression.  But  we  have  no  reason  to  think 
that  the  supremacy  of  Macedonia  was  at  all  more  oppressive 
than  the  supremacy  of  Sparta.  Demosthenes,  or  rather  some 
contemporary  orator  under  his  name,*  has  drawn  a  dark 
enough  picture  of  Macedonian  rule ;  but  hardly  so  dark  a 
picture  as  Isokrates  had  before  drawn  of  Spartan  rule.f  Philip 
and  Alexander  do  not  seem  to  have  systematically  interfered 
with  the  governments  of  the  Greek  cities.  |     Athens,  under 

*  See  the  oration  Uepi  twv  npos  'AXe^avSpov  crvv6rjK(ov  throughout. 

t  Paneg.  144.  et  seq.     Panath.  57.  et  seq.  &c. 

X  In  two  cases,  that  of  Messene  and  of  the  Achaian  Pellene,  Alexander 
is  accused  (Dem.  jrepl  tS>v  irpos  'A.  5.  12.,  Pausanias,  viii.  7.  27)  of  fore- 
stalling the  policy  of  his  successors  and  of  setting  up  a  Tyrant  in  a  Grecian 
city.  But  these  acts  seem  to  stand  quite  alone.  Elsewhere  we  find  him 
(Arrian,  v.  25)  expressing  admiration  for  the  aristocratical  constitutions 
which  he  found  in  some  Indian  states.  He  would  doubtless  favour  what- 
ever form  of  government  best  suited  his  policy  in  each  particular  case. 
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the  supremacy  of  Sparta,  was  put  under  the  tyranny  of  the 
Thirty.  Under  the  supremacy  of  Macedonia,  she  kept  her 
democracy,  and  listened  to  Demosthenes  pleading  for  the 
Crown.  In  Asia,  Lysandros  everywhere  set  up  oligarchies ;  * 
Alexander,  in  several  places  at  least,  restored  democracies,  t 
We  need  not  believe  that  he  had  any  enthuiasm  for  popular 
rio-hts,  but  he  at  least  had  not  that  abstract  hatred  of  freedom 
which  has  been  the  leading  feeling  of  so  many  Kings.  The 
supremacy  of  Philip  and  Alexander  was  naturally  hateful  to 
great  cities  like  Thebes,  Athens,  and  Sparta,  which  strove 
to  set  up  a  similar  supremacy  of  their  own.  But  we  can 
hardly  doubt  that  many  of  the  smaller  states  hailed  them  as 
deliverers,  and  gave  their  votes  in  the  synod  of  Corinth  with 
hearty  good  will. 

The  main  difference  between  the  Macedonian  supremacy 
and  the  earlier  supremacy  of  Athens,  Thebes,  or  Sparta,  lay 
in  this — that  those  states  were  republics,  while  Macedonia 
was  a  monarchy.  Mr.  Grote  seems  to  argue  that  Philip  and 
Alexander  could  not  be  Greeks,  because  they  were  Kings. t 
In  another  place  §  he  far  more  truly  speaks  of  Alexander 
as  being,  in  many  respects,  a  revival  of  the  Homeric  Greek. 
But  the  Homeric  Greek  was  surely  a  Greek  and  not  a 
Barbarian^  one  main  difference  between  Greece  and 
Macedonia  was  that  Macedonia  had  kept  on  the  old  heroic 
kino-ship  which  Greece  had  cast  aside.  Such  was  the  case 
with  Molossis  also,  the  land  of  Alexander's  mother,  a  state 
where,  just  as  in  Macedonia,  Greeks  of  heroic  descent 
reigned  over  a  people  who  were  at  most  only  half  Hellenic. 
Molossis,  like  Macedonia,  became  Greek  ;  indeed  it  went  a 
step  farther  than  Macedonia,  and  became  a  democratic  con- 
federation. 

We  hold  then  that  Alexander  has  the  fullest  right  to  all 
the  honours  of  the  Hellenic  name,  thougli  his  sympathies 
may  well  have  lain  more  warmly  with  the  heroic  Greeks  of 
the  Homeric  age  than  with  the  republican  Greeks  of  his  own 

*  Sec  Isok.  Panath.  58,  t  Arrian,  ii.  17,  18;  ii.  5. 

X  Vol.  xii.  p.  3.  §  Ibid.  p.  95. 
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day.  Yet  lie  did  not  appear  among  those  republican  Greeks 
as  a  barbarian  conqueror.  It  was  his  ambition  to  attack  the 
Barbarian  in  the  character  of  the  chosen  chaiTi}>ion  of  Hellas, 
and  that  rank  was  formerly  bestowed  upon  him,  with  the 
outward  consent  of  all,*  and  doubtless  with  the  real  good  will 
of  many.  As  such,  he  crossed  over  to  Asia,  he  overthrew 
the  Persian  dominion,  and  solemnly  destroyed  the  palace  of 
the  Persian  Kings  in  revenge  for  the  ravages  wrought  by 
Xerxes  in  Greece.  The  championship  of  Hellas  was,  at  least 
during  this  stage  of  his  life,  always  strongly  put  forward  ; 
aud  who  has  the  right  to  say  that  it  was  dislionestly  put 
forward?  The  inscription  on  his  votive  offering  was,  '  Alex- 
ander the  son  of  Philip,  and  the  Greeks,  the  Lacedaimonians 
excepted,  from  the  Barbarians  who  inhabit  Asia.'f  The  place 
chosen  for  the  offering  was  not  Dion  or  Pella,  but  the  Akro- 
polis  of  Athens.  In  his  passage  through  Grecian  Asia,  he 
proclaimed  himself  as  a  Grecian  deliverer,  and,  as  we  have 
seen,  he  restored  to  the  Grecian  cities  their  democratic  free- 
dom. If  he  dealt  harshly  with  Greeks  in  the  Persian  service, 
it  was  because  they  had  transgressed  the  common  decree  of 
the  nation ;%  and  he  carefully  distinguished  between  those 
who  had  enlisted  before  and  those  who  had  enlisted  after  his 
own  acknowledgement  as  Pan-hellenic  Captain-general.  § 

*  Arrian,  i.  1.     Sparta  alone  refused.  t  Arrian,  i.  16. 

%  Ibid.  i.  16,  29  ;  iii.  23,  Mr.  Grote,  somewhat  strangely  to  our  mind, 
likens  Alexander's  relation  towards  the  Greek  Confederacy  to  Buonaparte's 
relation  towards  the  Confederation  of  the  Ehine  (vol.  xii.  p.  70).  He 
quotes  an  instance  of  the  distinction  made  by  Buonaparte,  in  his  Russian 
campaign,  between  native  Russians  and  Germans  in  the  Russian  service. 
The  former  were  honourable  enemies  doing  their  duty ;  the  latter  were  his 
own  rebellious  subjects,  whom  he  might  deal  with  as  traitors.  This,  Mr. 
Grote  tells  us,  answers  to  Alexander's  treatment  of  the  Greeks  in  the 
Persian  service.  But,  to  make  the  analogy  good  for  anything,  Buonaparte 
should  have  proclaimed  himself  as  a  German,  the  chosen  head  of  Germany, 
the  GeiTnanizer  of  France,  the  invader  of  Russia  to  avenge  German 
wrongs.  Alexander  did  not  say  that  the  Greek  prisoners  were  his  '  sub- 
jects,' as  Buonaparte  did  with  the  Germans.  He  said  that  they  were 
*  Greeks,  fighting  against  Greece,  contrary  to  the  common  agreement  ol 
all  the  Greeks  '  (dStK€ti'  yap  /neyaXa  tovs  crrparfvofievovs  ivavria  rfj  'EXXdSt, 
Trapa  toIs  [iap^iipois,  napa  to,  toyfiara  to  EAX^i/coi'.  §  Arrian,  iii.  24. 
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There  is  no  doubt  that  the  mercenary  Greeks  who  fought 
for  the  Great  King  against  that  Pan-hellenic  Captain-general 
were  in  truth  fighting  the  battles  of  Hellas.  So,  if  Persia 
had  taken  mercenary  Greeks  into  her  service  against  Age- 
silaos,  they  would  have  fought  the  battles,  perhaps  of  Hellas, 
at  any  rate  of  Thebes  and  of  Athens.  But  the  battles  of 
Hellas  were  fought  in  the  one  case,  they  would  have  been 
fought  in  the  other,  in  an  indirect  and  underhand  way. 
One  can  hardly  believe  that  the  Greeks  who  fought  for 
Persia  at  Issos  and  Gaugamela  shared  the  same  feelings  of 
Hellenic  patriotism  as  the  Greeks  who  fought  openly  for 
Greece  at  Chaironeia  and  at  Krannon.  The  show  and  sen- 
timent of  Hellenic  nationality  must  have  been  throughout 
on  the  side  of  Alexander.  An  Athenian  patriot  lamenting 
the  degradation  of  his  own  once  ruling  city,  indeed  a  keen- 
sighted  politician  in  any  Grecian  city,  might  wish  well  to 
Darius  and  ill  to  Alexander.*  But  the  sight  of  a  hero-King, 
sprung  from  the  most  venerated  heroes  of  Grecian  legend, 
devoting  himself  to  avenge  the  old  wrongs  of  Greece  upon 
the  Barbarian,  must  have  had  a  charm  about  him  which  it 
was  hard  indeed  to  withstand.  Alexander  at  least  fully 
believed  in  his  own  mission  ;  and  such  of  his  Macedonians 
as  took  up  any  Hellenic  position  at  all,  would,  with  the 
usual  zeal  of  new  converts,  feel  such  influences  even  more 
strongly  than  the  Greeks  themselves. 

Nor  does  Alexander's  conduct  within  Greece  itself,  at  all 
events  during  the  earlier  years  of  his  reign,  at  all  belie  these 
Hellenic  claims.  The  destruction  of  Thebes  was  indeed  an 
awful  blow,  but  it  was  a  blow  in  no  wise  more  awful  than 
Hellenic  cities  had  often  sujffered  at  each  other's  hands.  As 
far  as  human  suffering  went,  the  vengeance  of  Alexander 
upon  Thebes  was  less  extreme  than  the  vengeance  of  Athens 

*  [In  my  Essay,  as  it  was  published  iu  the  Edinburgh  Keview,  the 
following  words  followed  this  sentence  :  *  As  many  of  the  French  emigres 
and  some  of  the  friends  of  liberty  in  1814  supported  the  cause  of  the  Allies 
against  the  cause  of  Napoleon.'  What  these  words  mean,  what  they  have 
to  do  with  the  matter,  is  beyond  my  power  even  of  guessing.  The  inter- 
polator, whoever  he  was,  must  explain.] 
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upon  Skione  and  Melos.  Tho  fate  of  Thebes  moreover  was 
referred  by  Alexander  to  his  own  Greek  allies,  to  Plataians 
and  Orchomenians,  whose  own  cities  had  been  overthrown  by 
Thebes  in  her  day  of  might,  and  who  now  hastened  with 
delight  to  wreak  their  vengeance  upon  their  oppressor. 
What  seemed  so  specially  awe-striking  in  the  fate  of  Thebes 
was  not  the  mere  amount  of  misery  that  was  wrought,  but, 
as  Mr.  Grote  says,*  the  breach  of  Hellenic  sentiment  in  the 
destruction  of  so  great  a  city,  a  city  of  such  historical  and 
legendary  fame,  and  the  danger  of  offending  local  Gods  and 
heroes  by  putting  an  end  to  their  accustomed  local  worship. 
Had  Alexander  merely  driven  out  or  enslaved  the  existing 
Thebans,  and  had  handed  over  the  houses  and  temples  to  a 
new  Theban  community  formed  out  of  his  own  Greek  allies, 
but  little  would  have  been  said  of  his  cruelty.  As  it  was,  the 
destruction  of  Thebes  was  held  to  follow  him  through  life. 
The  native  city  of  Dionysos  was  overthrown,  and  the  destroyer 
had  to  look  for  the  vengeance  of  the  patron-God.  He  paid 
the  penalty  when  Kleitos  fell  by  his  hand,  and  when  his  army 
refused  to  march  beyond  the  Hyphasis.f  But,  even  in  earlier 
days,  he  repented  of  the  deed,  and  he  tried  to  make  amends 
by  showing  special  kindness  to  such  Thebans  as  the  chances 
of  war  threw  in  his  way.^ 

Against  harshness  towards  Thebes  we  may,  in  the  case 
both  of  Philip  and  Alexander,  set  generosity  towards  Athens. 
Both  of  them,  it  is  plain,  had  a  strong  feeling  of  reverence 
for  the  intellectual  mistress  of  Hellas.  Such  a  feeling  was 
likely  to  be  far  stronger  in  Macedonians  who  had  adopted 
Grecian  culture  than  it  would  be  in  contemporary  Spartans 
or  Thebans,  to  whom  Athens  was  merely  an  ordinary  enemy 
or  ally.  Athens  was  a  political  adversary  both  to  Philip  and 
to  Alexander ;  both  of  them  humbled  her  so  far  as  their 
policy  called  for  ;  but  neither  of  them  ever  thought  in  her 
case  of  those  acts  of  coercion  and  vengeance  which  they 
deemed  needful   in  the   case   of   Thebes.     When   Thebes 

*  xii.  57.  t  Plat.  Ales.  13. 

%  Arrian,  ii.  15. 
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received  a  garrison  from  Philip,  Athens  was  only  called  on 
to  give  up  her  foreign  possessions.  When  Thebes  was 
levelled  with  the  ground  by  Alexander,  Athens  was  only 
called  on  to  give  up  her  obnoxious  orators,  and  even  that 
demand  was  not  finally  pressed.*  As  we  have  seen, 
Alexander's  first  barbarian  spoils  were  dedicated  in  Athenian 
temples  ;  from  the  captured  palace  of  the  Great  King  he 
sent  back  to  Athens  the  statues  of  her  tyrannicides.  Even 
the  anecdote  told  by  Plutarch,t  which  sets  forth  Athenian 
praise  as  the  chief  object  of  his  toils,  exaggerated  as  it 
doubtless  is,  shows  at  least  that  the  Macedonian  conqueror, 
though  his  conquests  might  carry  with  them  the  overthrow 
of  the  political  greatness  of  Athens,  was  in  no  way,  in  spirit 
or  feeling,  the  foe  of  Athens  or  of  Greece. 

Three  great  battles  and  several  great  sieges  made  Alex- 
ander master  of  the  Persian  empire.  And  it  is  worth 
remark  that  the  immediate  results  of  the  three  battles, 
Granikos,  Issos,  and  Gaugamela,  coincide  with  lasting 
results  in  the  history  of  the  world.  The  victory  of  the 
Granikos  made  Alexander  master  of  Asia  Minor,  of  a  region 
which  in  the  course  of  a  few  centuries  was  thoroughly 
hellenized,  and  which  remained  Greek,  Christian,  and 
Orthodox,  down  to  the  Turkish  invasions  of  tlie  eleventh 

*  Mr.  Grote  (vol.  xii.  p.  63)  has  a  note  on  the  details  connected  with 
Alexander's  demand  for  the  extradition  of  the  orators,  into  which  we  need 
not  enter.     But  we  may  mention  thus  much.     Mr.  Grote  saj's  : — 

*  I  think  it  highly  improbable  that  the  Athenians  would  by  public  vote 
express  their  satisfaction  that  Alexander  had  punished  the  Thebans  for 
their  revolt.  If  the  Macedonising  party  at  Athens  was  strong  enough  to 
carry  so  ignominious  a  vote,  they  would  also  have  been  strong  enough 
to  carry  the  subsequent  proposition  of  Phokion, — that  the  ten  citizens 
demanded  should  be  surrendered.' 

But  surely  it  is  one  thing  to  pass  a  vote  which,  however  ignominious, 
did  no  actual  harm  to  anybody,  another  to  hand  over  illustrious  citizens 
to  exile,  bonds,  or  death.  Doubtless  many  votes  would  be  given  for  the 
one  motion,  which  would  be  given  against  the  other. 

t  Alex.  60.  2)  'Adrjvaioi,  apd  ye  TTiuTeva-aiT  av  fjXtKovs  vno^ivu)  Kivhvvovs 
evtKa  Tt]s  Trap'  vfx.lu  ev8o^ias  ;  This  is  pot  into  his  mouth  at  the  crossing  of 
the  llydaspcs,  just  before  the  great  battle  with  Poros. 
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century.  The  territory  vvliich  Alexander  thus  won,  the 
lands  from  the  Danube  to  Mount  Tauros,  answered  very 
nearly  to  the  extent  of  the  Byzantine  Empire  for  several 
centuries,  and  it  might  very  possibly  have  been  ruled  by 
him,  as  it  was  in  Byzantine  times,  from  an  European 
centre.  The  field  of  Issos  gave  him  Syria  and  Egypt,  lands 
which  the  Macedonian  and  the  Roman  kept  for  nearly  a 
thousand  years,  and  which  for  ages  contained,  in  Alexandria 
and  Antioch,  the  two  greatest  of  Greek  cities.  But  Syria 
and  Egypt  themselves  never  became  Greek  ;  when  they 
became  Christian,  they  failed  to  become  Orthodox,  and 
they  fell  away  at  the  first  touch  of  the  victorious  Saracen. 
Their  government  called  for  an  Asiatic  or  Egyptian  capital, 
but  their  ruler  might  himself  still  have  remained  European 
and  Hellenic.  His  third  triumph  at  Gaugamela  gave 
him  the  possession  of  the  whole  East ;  but  it  was  but  a 
momentary  possession :  he  had  now  pressed  onward  into 
lands  where  neither  Grecian  culture,  Roman  dominion,  nor 
Christian  theology  proved  in  the  end  able  to  strike  any 
lasting  root. 

Mr.  Grote  remarks  that  Philip  would  most  likely  have 
taken  the  advice  of  Parmenion,  so  scornfully  cast  aside  by 
Alexander,  and  would  have  accepted  the  offer  of  Darius  to 
give  up  the  provinces  west  of  the  EujDhrates.  Alexander 
himself  might  well  have  taken  it  could  he  have  foreseen  the 
future  destiny  which  fixed  the  Euphrates  as  the  lasting 
boundary  of  European  dominion  in  Asia.  But  for  the 
sentiment  of  Hellenic  vengeance — we  may  add  for  Alex- 
ander's personal  spirit  of  adventure — it  was  not  enough  to 
rob  Persia  of  her  foreign  possessions ;  he  must  overthrow 
Persia  herself.  Persian  Kings  had  taken  tribute  of  Macedonia 
and  had  harried  Greece  ;  Greek  and  Macedonian  must  now 
march  in  triumph  into  the  very  home  of  the  enemy.  As 
Xerxes  had  sat  in  state  by  the  ruins  of  Athens,  so  must  the 
Captain-general  of  Hellas  stand  in  the  guise  of  the  Avenger 
over  the  blackened  ruins  of  Persepolis.  But  the  conquest 
of  Persia  at  once  changed  the  whole  position  of  the  con- 
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queror.  The  whole  realm  of  the  Achaimenids  could  neither 
be  at  once  hellenized,  not  yet  turned  into  a  dependency 
of  Macedonia.  The  limited  King  of  the  Macedonians,  the 
elective  Captain-general  of  Greece,  was  driven  to  take  to 
himself  the  position  of  the  Great  King,  and  to  reign  on  the 
throne  of  Cyrus,  as  his  lawful  successor,  and  not  as  a  foreign 
intruder. 

Here  was  the  rock  upon  which  Alexander's  whole  scheme 
of  conquest  split.  He  had  gone  too  far ;  yet  his  earlier 
position  was  one  which  would  hardly  have  allowed  him  to 
stop  sooner.  Till  he  crossed  the  Persian  Gates,  he  had 
appeared  rather  as  a  deliverer  than  as  an  enemy  to  the 
native  inhabitants  of  all  the  lands  through  which  he  passed. 
The  Greek  cities  of  Asia  welcomed  a  conqueror  of  their  own 
race,  a  King  who  did  not  shrink  from  giving  back  to  them 
their  democratic  freedom.  Even  to  the  barbarian  inhabitants 
of  Asia  Minor,  Syria,  and  Egypt,  Alexander  might  well 
appear  as  a  deliverer.  A  change  of  masters  is  commonly 
welcome  to  subject  nations ;  and  men  might  fairly  deem 
that  a  Greek  would  make  a  better  master  than  a  Persian. 
Against  Phoenicians,  Egyptians,  Babylonians,  Alexander 
had  no  mission  of  vengeance  ;  he  might  rather  call  on  them 
to  help  him  against  the  common  foe.  If  they  had  served 
in  the  army  of  Xerxes,  so  had  his  own  Herakleid  forefathers.* 
If  the  Gods  of  Attica  had  been  wronged  and  insulted,  so  had 
the  Gods  of  Memphis  and  Babylon.  In  Western  Asia  there- 
fore Alexander  met  with  but  little  strictly  native  opposition, 
save  only  from  those  fierce  tribes  which  had  here  and  there 
still  kept  their  independence  against  the  Persian,  and  which 
had  as  little  mind  to  give  it  up  to  the  Macedonian.  But  at 
last  he  reached  Persia  itself ;  he  entered  the  royal  city,  where 

*  Mr.  Grote  would  seem  (vol.  xii.  p.  56)  to  imply  that  this  fact  barred 
Alexander  from  all  right  to  avenge  the  Persian  invasion  ;  at  all  events 
that  it  barred  him  from  all  right  to  reproach  Thebes  with  her  share  in  it. 
But  the  earlier  Alexander,  in  following  Xerxes,  only  bowed  to  the  same 
constraint  as  all  Northern  Greece;  and  it  is  clear  that  his  heart  was 
on  the  side  of  Athens,  while  Thebes  served  the  Barbarian  with  hearty 
srood  will. 
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the  Great  King  reigned,  not,  as  at  Susa  and  Babylon,  as  a 
foreign  conqueror,  but  as  the  chief  of  liis  own  people,  in  the 
hearth  and  cradle  of  his  empire.  He  saw  the  palace  of  the 
Barbarian  arrayed  with  the  spoils  of  Greece  ;  he  threw  open 
his  treasure-house  rich  with  the  tribute  of  many  Grecian 
cities,  and  of  his  own  once  subject  kingdom.  The  destruction 
of  the  Persepolitan  palace  might  well  seem  to  him  an  im- 
pressive act  of  symbolical  vengeance,  a  costly  sacrifice  to 
the  offended  Gods  of  Greece  and  Macedonia,  of  Babylon 
and  Syria  and  Egypt. 

But  in  this  impressive  scene  at  Persepolis  Alexander 
showed  himself  for  the  last  time  in  the  character  of  Hellenic 
avenger.  Not  long  afterwards,  the  fortunate  crime  of  Besses 
handed  over  to  the  invader  all  the  gains,  without  any  of  the 
guilt,  of  the  murder  of  Darius.  From  this  moment  Alexander 
appears  as  the  Great  King,  the  successor  of  Cyrus.  On  his 
change  of  position  naturally  followed  many  changes  in  other 
respects.  He  began  to  claim  the  same  outward  marks  of 
homage  as  had  been  shown  to  his  predecessors,  a  homage 
which,  according  to  Greek  and  Macedonian  notions,  was 
degrading,  if  not  impious.  We  readily  allow  that  from  this 
time  the  character  of  Alexander  changed  for  the  worse ;  that 
his  head  was  in  some  degree  turned  by  success;  that  his 
passions,  always  impetuous,  now  became  violent ;  *  that,  in 
short,  with  the  position  of  an  Eastern  despot,  he  began  to 
share  a  despot's  feelings,  and  now  and  then  to  be  hurried 
into  a  despot's  crimes. 

His  position  was  now  a  strange  one.  He  had  gone  too  far 
for  his  original  objects.  Lasting  possession  of  his  conquests 
beyond  the  Tigris  could  be  kept  only  in  the  character  of 
King  of  the  Medes  and  Persians.  Policy  bade  him  to  put 
on  that  character.  We  can  also  fully  believe  that  he  was 
himself  really  dazzled  with  the  splendour  of  his  superhuman 
success.  His  career  had  been  such  as  to  outdo  the  wildest 
dreams  which  he  could  have  cherished  either  in  his  waking; 

*  Arrian,  vii.  8.  riv  yap  8r]  o^vrepos  eV  tm  Tore,  Koi  dno  rrjs  /SnpjSapi/cJjs 
depanfias  ovk(tl  ws  Trn'Xai  (nifiKrjs  (s  tovs  MaKfBovas. 
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or  his  sleeping  moments.  The  Great  King,  the  type  of 
earthly  splendour  and  happiness,  had  fallen  before  him ;  he 
himself  was  now  the  Great  King ;  he  was  lord  of  an  empire 
wider  than  Greek  imagination  had  assigned  to  any  mortal ; 
he  was  master  of  wealth  which  in  Grecian  eyes  might  enable 
its  possessor  to  enter  into  the  lists  with  Zeus  himself.*  But 
no  feature  of  the  Hellenic  character  is  more  remarkable,  as 
Mr.  Grote  himself  has  so  often  shown,  than  inability  to  bear 
unlooked-for  good  luck.  A  far  lower  height  had  turned  the 
heads  of  Miltiades,  Pausanias,  and  Alkibiades.  Was  it  then 
wonderful  that,  on  a  height  such  as  none  of  them  had  dreamed 
of,  the  head  of  Alexander  should  be  turned  also  ?  We  may 
believe  that  the  conduct  which  policy  dictated  was  also 
personally  agreeable;  that  he  took  a  delight,  unreasonable 
indeed  to  a  philosopher,  but  natural  to  a  man,  in  the 
splendours  of  his  new  position ;  that  he  may  even  have  been 
beguiled  into  some  of  its  besetting  vices,  into  something  of 
the  luxury  and  recklessness  of  an  eastern  King.  The  mind 
of  Alexander  was  one  which  lay  specially  open  to  all  heroic 
and  legendary  associations ;  he  was  at  once  the  offspring 
and  the  imitator  of  Gods  and  heroes.  His  own  deeds  had 
outdone  those  which  were  told  of  any  of  his  divine  forefathers 
or  their  comrades ;  Achilleus,  Herakles,  Theseus,  Dionysos, 
had  done  and  suffered  less  than  Alexander.  Was  it  then 
wonderful  that  he  should  seriously  believe  that  one  who  had 
outdone  their  acts  must  come  of  a  stock  equal  to  their  own  ? 
Was  it  wonderful  if,  not  merely  in  pride  or  policy,  but  in 
genuine  faith,t  he  disclaimed  a  human  parent  in  Philip,  and 
looked  for  the  real  father  of  the  conqueror  and  lord  of  earth 
in  the  conqueror  and  lord  of  the  heavenly  world  ? 

We  believe  then  that  policy,  passion,  and  genuine  super- 
stition were  all  joined  together  in  the  demand  which 
Alexander  made  for  divine,  or  at  least  for  unusual,  honours. 
He  had  taken  the  place  of  the  Great  King,  and  he  demanded 

*   Herod,  v.  49.     i\6vTes  he  ravrtjv  rrju  noXiv,  [^ova-a]  dapa-eovres  ';'5'?  rS 
Alt  ttXovtov  nepL  ipi^ere. 
t  Mr.  Grote  admits  this,  vol.  xii.  p.  202. 
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the  homage  which  was  held  to  be  due  to  him  who  held  that 
place.  Such  homage  his  barbarian  subjects  were  perfectly 
ready  to  pay ;  they  would  most  likely  have  had  but  little 
respect  for  a  king  who  forgot  to  call  for  it.  But  the  homage 
which  to  a  Persian  seemed  only  the  natural  expression  of 
respect  for  the  royal  dignity,  seemed  to  Greeks  and  Mace- 
donians an  invasion  of  the  honour  due  only  to  the  immortal 
Gods.  Yet  Alexander  could  hardly,  with  any  prudence, 
draw  a  distinction  between  the  two  classes  of  his  subjects. 
He  certainly  could  not  put  up  with  a  state  of  things  in  which 
every  Persian  who  came  to  do  his  ordinary  service  to  his 
King  was  left  open  to  the  coarse  jeers  of  Macedonian  soldiers 
and  to  the  more  eloquent  rebukes  of  Grecian  sophists.*  The 
claim  of  divine  birth  was  not  needed  to  impose  upon 
Orientals ;  it  was  needed  to  impose  upon  Europeans.  The 
Orientals  were  ready  enough  to  pay  all  that  Alexander 
asked  for  to  a  mere  earthly  sovereign.  For  a  man  to  be  the 
child  of  a  God  was  an  idea  utterly  repugnant  to  the  Persian 
religion,  while  nothing  was  more  familiar  to  Grecian  notions. 
Least  of  all  would  Alexander,  in  order  to  impose  upon  his 
Persian  subjects,  have  chosen  as  his  parent  a  God  of  the 
conquered  and  despised  Egyptians.  This  was  no  difficulty 
to  the  Greeks  and  Macedonians,  who  looked  on  the  Egyptian 
Ammon  as  the  same  God  with  their  own  Zeus.  The  homage 
which  they  refused  to  an  earthly  King  they  might  willingly 
pay  to  the  son  of  Zeus,  the  peer  of  Herakles  and  Dionysos. 
Nor  was  Alexander  the  first  who  had  received  the  like  or 
greater  honours  even  during  his  lifetime.  Lysandros,  the 
Spartan  citizen,  had  supplanted  Here  in  the  worship  of  the 
Samians ;  f  and  Philip,  the  Macedonian  King,  had,  on  one 
memorable  day,  marched  as  a  thirteenth  among  the  twelve 
great  Gods  of  01ympos.|  At  what  time  the  idea  of  a  divine 
birth  first  came  into  the  mind  of  Alexander  or  of  his 
courtiers  is  far  from  clear.     The  inferior  writers  give  us  full 

*  See  Arrian,  iv.  12.     Compare  Pint,  Alex.  74. 
t  Pint.  Lys.  18.  X  Diod.  xvi.  92,  95 
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details  of  the  reception  which  his  divine  father  gave  him  at 
his  Libyan  oracle ;  but  the  sober  Arrian  keeps  a  discreet 
silence. 

Probably  no  other  way  could  be  found  to  reconcile  his 
European  subjects  to  a  homage  which  was  absolutely  neces- 
sary to  maintain  his  Asiatic  dominion.     But  nothing  shows 
more  clearly  the  incongruous  nature  of  Alexander's  position  as 
at  once  despotic  King  of  Asia,  constitutional  *  King  of  the 
Macedonians,  and  elective  President  of  the  Hellenic  Con- 
federacy.    It  is  not  wonderful  if  it  led  him  in  his  later  days 
to  deal  with  his  European  subjects  and  confederates  in  a  way 
widely  different  from  any  in  which  they  had  been  dealt  with 
in  the  early  part  of  his  reign.     He  not  only  sent  round  to  all 
the  cities  of  Greece  to  demand  divine  honours,  which  were 
perhaps  not  worth  refusing,!  but  he  ordered  each  city  to 
bring  back  its  political  exiles.     This  last  was  an  interference 
with  the  internal  government  of  the  cities  which  certainly 
was  not  warranted  by  Alexander's  position  as  head  of  the 
*  Greek  Confederacy.     And,  in  other  respects  also,  from  this 
unhappy  time  all  the  worst  failings  of  Alexander  become 
more  strongly  developed.     Had  he  not  been  from  the  first 
impetuous  and  self-confident,  he  could  never  have  begun  his 
career  of  victory.     Impetuosity  and  self-exaltation  now  grew 
upon  him,  till  he  could  bear  neither  restraint  nor  opposition. 
In  one  sad  instance  we  even  find  these  dangerous  tendencies 
going  together  with  something  like  the  suspicious  temper 
of  an  Eastern  despot.     Kleitos  might  perhaps  ha-ve  fallen  by 

*  We  thiuk  we  may  fairly  use  this  word.  Of  course,  as  Mr.  Grote  often 
tells  us,  the  will  of  the  King,  and  not  the  declared  will  of  the  people,  was 
the  great  moving  cause  in  Macedonian  afl'airs.  But  the  Macedonians  were 
not  slaves.  Alexander  himself  (Arrian,  ii.  7)  contrasts  the  Macedonians 
as  iXevdepoi  with  the  Persians  as  BovXoi ;  Curtius  (iv.  7.  31)  speaks  of 
them  as,  'Macedones  assueti  quidem  regio  irnperio,  sed  majore  libertatis 
iimbra  quara  cajterae  gentes.'  Certainly  a  people  who  kept  in  their  own 
hands  the  power  of  life  and  death,  and  before  whom  their  sovereign  pleaded 
as  an  accuser — sometimes  as  an  unsuccessful  accuser — cannot  be  confounded 
with  the  subjects  of  an  Eastern  despotism. 

t  See  Thirlwall,  vol.  vii.  p.  163. 
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his  hand  in  a  moment  of  wrath  at  any  stage  of  his  life  ;* 
but  we  cannot  believe  that  the  fate  of  Philotas  and  Parmenion 
could  have  happened  at  any  moment  before  his  entry  into 
Persepolis.  It  is  not  safe  to  rely  on  the  details  of  that  un- 
happy story  as  given  by  Curtius  and  Plutarch  ;  and  we  hardly 
know  enough  to  pronounce  with  confidence  upon  the  guilt  or 
innocence  of  the  victims.  We  need  not  believe  that  Alex- 
ander invited  Philotas  to  his  table  after  he  had  made  up  his 
mind  to  destroy  him,  nor  that  he  listened  to  and  mocked  the 
cries  of  his  former  friend  when  in  the  agonies  of  the  torture. 
But  we  can  plainly  see  that  Alexander  brought  a  charge 
and  sought  a  condemnation  on  grounds  which,  to  say  the 
least,  were  not  enough  for  a  fair  verdict  of  guilty.  For 
once  the  narrative  of  Arrian  gives  us  the  impression  that 
there  was  something  which  he  or  his  authorities  wished  to 
slur  over ;  and  one  would  like  to  know  the  grounds  which 
led  the  judicious  Strabo  to  his  seeming  conviction  of  the 
guilt  of  the  accused.!  We  are  told  that  the  Macedonian  law 
of  treason  sentenced  the  kinsfolk  of  the  condemned  traitor 
to  the  same  punishment  as  himself.  We  are  also  told  by 
DiodorosJ  that  Parmenion  was  formally  condemned  by  the 
military  Assembly,  the  constitutional  tribunal  when  the  life 
of  a  Macedonian  was  at  stake.  We  may  add  that  the  acquittal 
of  some  of  the  persons  whom  Alexander  accused  shows  that 
that  Assembly  did  exercise  a  will  of  its  own,  and  did  not 
always  meet  merely  to  register  the  royal  decrees.  It  is 
therefore  quite  possible  that  the  death  of  Parmenion,  as 
well  as  that  of  Philotas,  may  have  been  strictly  according 
to  the  letter  of  the  law.  But  we  may  be  far  more  sure 
that  Alexander  would  never  have  put  such  a  law  in  force 
against  his  old  friend  and  teacher  in  the  days  when  he 
handed  Parmenion's  own  accusing  letter  to  his  physician, 

*  The  scene  between  Alexander  and  his  father  recorded  by  Plutarch 
(Alex.  p.  9)  certainly  shows  the  germ  of  those  failings  which  afterwards 
led  to  the  murder  of  Kleitos. 

t  XV.  2  (vol.  iii.  p.  312).  ^CKioTav  avelXf  tov  Uapfievioivos  vloi/,  (fxapdaas 
€7n/3oD\7ji/.  J  xvii.  SO. 
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and   drank   off   the  draught   in  which  death  was  said  to 
lurk. 

We  have  already  quoted  the  remark  of  Mr.  Grote  that  the 
character  of  Alexander  recalled,  to  a  great  extent,  that  of  the 
heroes  of  legendary  Greece.  By  virtue  of  the  same  features, 
he  forestalled,  to  a  great  extent,  the  heroes  of  mediaeval 
chivalry.  Bishop  Thirlwall  *  truly  says  that  his  disposition 
was  '  rather  generous  than  either  merciful  or  scrupulously 
just,'  but  that  '  cruelty,  in  the  most  odious  sense  of  the  word, 
wanton  injustice,  was  always  foreign  to  his  nature.'  Reck- 
lessness of  human  suffering  is  a  necessary  characteristic  of 
every  conqueror ;  but  we  have  no  reason  to  attribute  it  to 
Alexander  in  any  greater  degree  than  to  all  other  aggres- 
sive warriors.  But  in  Alexander,  a  general  of  the  highest 
order  and  at  the  same  time  a  man  full  of  the  highest 
spirit  of  personal  adventure,  we  find,  it  may  be,  a  greater 
delight  in  the  practice  of  war  for  its  own  sake  than  in  the 
warriors  of  the  Greek  commonwealths.  In  Alexander  too, 
a  royal  warrior,  we  find  a  feature  of  the  chivalrous  character 
which  could  not  show  itself  in  his  republican  predecessors. 
This  is  his  extreme  courtesy  and  deference  to  persons  of  his 
own  rank ;  his  almost  overdone  generosity  to  the  family  of 
Darius,  and  to  Darius  himself  when  he  was  no  more.  This 
is  still  more  impressively  set  before  us  in  his  famous  dialogue 
witli  the  captive  Poros,  a  foe  indeed  after  his  own  heart. 
The  death  and  misery  of  innocent  thousands  are  easily  for- 
gotten in  the  excess  of  chivalrous  resj^ect  which  is  thus  ex- 
changed between  the  royal  combatants  who  use  them  as  their 
playthings.  All  these  faults  grew  upon  Alexander  during 
the  latter  stages  of  his  career.  It  is  impossible  to  look  with 
the  same  complacency  upon  his  Indian  campaigns  as  upon 
his  warfare  in  Bithynia  and  Syria.  The  mission  of  Hellenic 
vengeance  was  then  over.  Personal  ambition  and  love  of 
adventure  had  been  strongly  mingled  with  it  from  the  first ; 
they  now  became  the  ruling  passions.  Yet  Alexander's  posi- 
tion, even  in  his  later  expeditions,  is  one  easy  to  understand, 
*  Vol.  vii.  p.  71. 
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if  not  altogether  to  justify.  He  was  the  Great  King,  partly 
winning  back  provinces  which  had  been  torn  away  from  his 
predecessors,  partly  making  good  their  vague  claims  to 
the  empire  of  all  Asia.  Jiut  he  was  also  the  Hellenic 
warrior,  asserting  the  natural  right  of  the  civilized  man 
over  the  Barbarian.  He  was  the  demigod,  the  son  of  Zeus, 
commissioned,  like  Theseus  or  Herakles,  at  once  to  conquer 
and  to  civilize  the  earth.  He  was  the  ardent  searcher  after 
knowledge,  eager  to  enlarge  the  bounds  of  human  science, 
and  to  search  out  distant  lands  which  could  be  searched  out 
only  at  the  point  of  the  sword.  In  his  later  campaigns  we 
can  see  a  larger  measure  of  arrogance,  of  rashness,  of  reckless- 
ness of  human  suffering ;  but  it  is  nowhere  shown  that  he 
ever  sinned  against  the  received  laws  of  war  of  his  own  age  ;* 
and  certainly,  even  in  his  most  unprovoked  aggressions,  we 
may  still  see  traces  of  a  generosity  of  spirit,  a  nobleness  of 
purpose,  which  at  once  distinguish  him  from  the  vulgar  herd 
of  conquerors  and  devastators. 

The  unfulfilled  designs  of  Alexander  must  ever  remain  in 
darkness ;  no  man  can  tell  what  might  have  been  done  by 
one  of  such  mighty  powers  who  was  cut  off  at  so  early  a 
stage  of  his  career.  That  he  looked  forward  to  still  further 
conquests  seems  beyond  doubt,  f  The  only  question  is. 
Did  his  conquests,  alike  those  which  were  won  and  those 
which  were  still  to  be  won,  spring  from  mere  ambition  and 
love  of  adventure,  or  is  he  to  be  looked  on  as  in  any  degree 
the  intentional  missionary  of  Hellenic  culture  ?  That  such 
he  was  is  set  forth  with  much  warmth  and  some  extrava- 

*  Plutarch  (Alex.  59)  says  of  one  occasion  in  the  Indian  war :  aneia-dfifuos 
ev  Tivi  Tiokfi  TTpos  avToiis  aTTiovTas  iv  oSw  \a^uiv  anavras  aTreKTeive  '  koI 
TOVTO  Tols  TToXe/LitKoty  avTov  epyois  TciWa  voiilficos  Koi  /SucrtXtK&Jy  TroXe/xij- 
aavTos  &(T7rep  KrjWs  npoaeaTLv.  The  place  intended  must  be  Massaga.  If  so, 
the  narrative  in  Arrian(iv,  27)  does  not  bear  out  Plutarch's  censure.  The 
capitulation  was  clearly  broken  on  the  other  side.  We  may  accept  Bishop 
Thirlwall's  (vol.  vii.  p.  8)  censure,  that '  Alexander  exhibited  less  generosity 
than  might  have  been  expected  from  him,  even  if  mercy  was  out  of  the 
question  ;'  but  there  was  no  breach  of  faitb. 

t  Arrian,  vii.  1  ;  ib.  19. 
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gance  in  a  special  treatise  of  Plutarch  ;*  it  is  argued  more 
soberly,  but  with  true  vigour  and  eloquence,  in  the  seventh 
volume  of  Bishop  Thirlwall.f  Mr.  G-rote  denies  him  all 
merit  of  the  kind.  But  Mr.  Grote  too  thoroughly  identifies 
'  Hellenism  '  with  republicanism  to  be  altogether  a  fair  judge. 
He  will  hardly  allow  that  there  could  be  such  a  thing  as 
Hellenic  culture  under  a  monarchy.  Yet  surely  there  is  a 
difference  between  Greek  and  Barbarian  before  and  above 
any  distinction  as  to  forms  of  government.  Alexander  is 
said  to  have  found  both  aristocracies  and  democracies  in 
India,  but  surely  such  aristocracies  and  democracies  might 
need  hellenizing  by  his  Macedonian  monarchy.  That  Alex- 
ander did  carry  Hellenic  cultui'e  into  a  large  portion  of  the 
world  is  an  undoubted  fact.  That  he  intended  to  do  so  is 
but  an  inference  ;  but  surely  it  is  a  very  natural  one. 

Mr.  Grote  however  somewhat  strangely  depreciates  the 
merit  of  Alexander  in  this  respect,  in  order  by  comparison  to 
extol  his  successors.!  So  far  as  Asia  was  hellenized  at  all, 
it  was,  he  tells  us,  not  Alexander,  but  the  Ptolemies  and 
Seleukids,  who  hellenized  it.  No  doubt  the  details  of  the 
process  were  carried  out  by  them  ;  but  they  did  nothing  but 
follow  the  impulse  which  had  been  given  to  them  by  their 
great  master.  No  doubt  also,  as  Mr.  Grote  points  out,  their 
circumstances  were  in  some  respects  more  favourable  than 
those  of  Alexander  for  carrying  on  the  work.  Alexander 
himself  could  not  do  so  much  in  eleven  years  of  marching 
and  countermarching  as  they  could  do  in  two  centuries  of 
comparative  peace.  Again,  Asia  Minor,  as  the  event  proved, 
could  receive  alasting  Hellenic  culture,  and  Syria  and  Egypt 
could  at  least  receive  lasting  Hellenic  colonies.  But  no  last- 
ins:  Hellenic  culture  could  flourish  on  the  banks  of  the  Indus 
and  the  Jaxartes.  Yet  it  surely  speaks  much  for  Alexander's 
zeal  in  the  cause,  when  we  find  him  labouring  for  it  under 
such  unfavourable  circumstances.  At  every  promising  spot 
he  founds  a  Greek  city,  an  Alexandria,  and  plants  in  it  a 

*  Ilf/jt  rijff  'AXe^avSpou  Tvxn^  "7  npf^f.  t  P-  121  et  seq. 

%  Vol.  xii.  p.  362. 
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Greek  or  Macedonian  colony,  whose  language  and  manners 
might  be  spread  among  their  barbarian  fellow-citizens. 
Nor  was  his  labour,  even  in  those  far-off  lands,  altogether 
thrown  away.  A  Greek  kingdom  of  Bactria  flourished  for 
some  ages ;  several  of  his  cities,  though  no  longer  Greek, 
flourish  to  this  day  ;  one  at  least,  Candahar,  still  keeps  the 
name  of  its  founder.  ]\[r.  Grote  himself  does  not  deny  that 
*  real  consequences  beneficial  to  humanity  arose  from  Alex- 
ander's enlarged  and  systematic  exploration  of  the  earth, 
combined  with  increased  means  of  communication  among  its 
inhabitants.'*  Bishop  Thirl  wall,  as  might  be  expected,  is 
far  more  copious  and  eloquent  on  this  point : — 

'  Let  any  one  contemplate  the  contrast  between  the  state  of  Asia  under 
Alexander,  and  the  time  when  Egypt  was  either  in  revolt  against  Persia, 
or  visited  by  her  irritated  conquerors  with  the  punishment  of  repeated 
insurrection,  when  almost  every  part  of  the  great  mountain  chain  which 
traverses  the  length  of  Asia,  from  the  Mediterranean  to  the  borders  of 
India,  was  inhabited  by  fierce,  independent,  predatory  tribes :  when  the 
Persian  kings  themselves  were  forced  to  pay  tribute  before  they  were 
allowed  to  pass  from  one  of  their  capitals  to  another.  Let  any  one  en- 
deavour to  enter  into  the  feelings,  with  which  a  Phoenician  merchant  must 
have  viewed  the  change  that  took  place  in  the  face  of  the  earth,  when  the 
Egyptian  Alexandria  had  begun  to  receive  and  pour  out  an  inexhaustible 
tide  of  wealth :  when  Bab\lon  had  become  a  great  port :  when  a  passage 
was  open  both  by  sea  and  land  between  the  Euphrates  and  the  Indus : 
when  the  forests  on  the  shores  of  the  Caspian  had  begun  to  resound  with 
the  axe  and  the  hammer.  It  will  then  appear  that  this  part  of  the  benefit 
which  flowed  from  Alexander's  conquest  cannot  be  easily  exaggerated. 

'  And  yet  this  was  perhaps  the  smallest  part  of  his  glory.' '\ 

Still  more  strangely,  to  our  minds,  does  Mr.  Grote  J 
specially  depreciate  the  merit  of  the  greatest  of  Alexander's 
foundations.  On  a  spot  whose  advantages  had,  for  we  know 
not  how  many  thousand  years,  been  overlooked  by  the 
vaunted  wisdom  of  Egypt,  a  glance  and  a  word  of  the 
Macedonian  called  into  being  the  greatest  mart  and  hearth 
of  the  commerce  and  cultivation  of  the  world.  But  Mr. 
Grote  tells  us  that  the  greatness  of  xilexandria  was  not  owing 

*  Vol.  xii.  p.  368.  t  Vol.  vii.  p.  120. 

t  Vol.  xii.  p.  200. 
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to  Alexandria,  but  to  the  Ptolemies.  As  a  single  city  of 
Alexander's  universal  empire,  it  could  never  have  become 
what  it  did  become  as  the  royal  seat  of  the  smaller  monarchy. 
Perhaps  not :  yet  two  points  are  worth  noticing  :  first,  that, 
if  we  may  believe  Niebuhr,  Alexander  designed  Alexandria 
as  the  capital  of  his  universal  empire;  secondly,  that  the 
commerce  of  Alexandria  became  far  greater  when  it  had 
sunk  into  a  provincial  city  of  the  Roman  dominion  than  it 
had  been  under  at  least  the  later  Ptolemies.*  And  surely, 
after  all,  it  is  no  disparagement  to  an  originally  great  con- 
ception, if  circumstances  give  it  in  the  end  a  still  greater 
developement  than  its  first  designer  could  have  hoped  for. 

Nor  does  Alexander's  partial  adoption  of  Asiatic  manners 
really  prove  anything  against  his  civilizing  intentions.  The 
Barbarian  could  not  be  won  to  the  higher  calling  which  was 
set  before  him  unless  his  teachers  stooped  in  some  degree 
to  his  own  prejudices.  Greek  sophists  and  Macedonian 
soldiers  saw  in  the  Persians  merely  born  slaves  with  whom 
it  was  degrading  to  hold  intercommunion.  Alexander 
thought  better  of  his  new  subjects.  If  he  himself  wore  the 
costume  of  a  Persian  King,  he  taught  the  chosen  youth 
of  Persia  the  tongue  of  Greece,  the  arms  and  discipline  of 
Macedonia.f  This  surely  does  not  justify  the  doctrine  of 
Mr.  Grote,  that '  instead  of  hellenizing  Asia,  he  was  tending  to 
asiatize  Macedonia  and  Hellas.'  X  Mr.  Grote  is  again  deceived 
by  his  unwillingness  to  look  at  the  case  from  any  but  a 
political  point  of  view.  Alexander  seems  to  him  to  be 
'tending  to  asiatize  Macedonia  and  Hellas,'  because  he 
increased  the  royal  power  in  Macedonia,  and  extended  it 
over  Hellas.  And  we  cannot  help  remarking  how  often, 
throughout  his  whole  argument,  Mr.  Grote,  who  looks  on 
Alexander  and  his  Macedonians  as  utterly  non-Hellenic,  is 
driven  to  speak  of  Greece  and  Macedonia  as  forming  a  single 
whole  in  opposition  to  the  Barbarians  of  Asia. 

On  the  general  merits  of  Alexander  in  his  purely  military 

*  Sec  Mcrivalu's  Rt'iuc,  vol.  iv.  p.  125. 

t  Sec  Tliirlwall,  vol.  vii.  p.  8'J.  %  Vol.  xii.  p.  359. 
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capacity  there  is  the  less  need  for  us  to  enlarge,  as  no  one 
has  ever  done  more  full  justice  to  them  than  Mr.  Grote  him- 
self. The  carping  spirit  of  Niehulir  scorns  half  inclined,  if  it 
were  possible,  to  depreciate  him  in  this  respect  also.  The 
campaigns  of  Alexander  are  the  earliest  in  which  we  can 
study  war  on  a  grand  scale,  carried  out  with  all  the  appliances 
of  art  which  was  then  known.  Above  all,  he  was  conspicuous 
for  his  skill  in  the  harmonious  employment  of  troops  of 
different  kinds.  Horsemen,  phalangists,  hypaspists,  archers, 
horse-archers,  all  found  their  appropriate  places  in  his  armies. 
But  our  object  is  less  to  extol  Alexander  as  a  soldier  than 
to  vindicate  him  as  a  conqueror,  to  claim  for  him  a  higher 
moral  and  intellectual  rank  than  can  ever  belong  to  the 
mere  soldier,  however  illustrious.  We  have  always  delighted 
to  look  on  Alexander  as  one  who,  among  all  the  temptations 
of  the  King  and  the  warrior,  still  kept  his  love  for  elegant 
literature  and  scientific  discovery.  We  were  therefore  sur- 
prised indeed  at  finding  the  last  paragraph  of  Mr.  Grote's 
ninety -fourth  chapter  thus  analysed  in  the  margin  :  '  Interest 
of  Alexander  in  literature  and  science  not  great.'  Yet  in 
the  text  he  allows  that  Alexander  probably  gave  Aristotle 
help  in  his  zoological  researches,  and  he  adds  that '  the  intel- 
lectual turn  of  Alexander  was  towards  literature,  poetry, 
and  history.'  He  goes  on  to  quote  the  instances  given  by 
Plutarch  of  his  sending  for  historical  and  poetical  works  on 
his  distant  campaigns.  To  us  it  seems  as  much  as  can  well 
be  asked  of  a  general  on  a  distant  march  if  he  keeps  up  his 
personal  taste  for  literature,  poetry,  and  history,  and  encou- 
rages others  in  the  pursuit  of  physical  science. 

We  have  thus  far  striven  to  defend  the  general  character 
of  Alexander  against  the  view  of  him  taken  by  Niebuhr,  and, 
in  a  milder  form,  by  Mr.  Grote.  We  have  implied  that  there 
are  many  particular  cases  in  which,  out  of  various  conflicting 
reports,  Mr.  Grote  adopts  those  which  are  most  unfavourable 
to  Alexander,  and  that  on  what  seems  to  us  to  be  incon- 
clusive grounds.     It  is  quite  beyond  our  power  to  examine 
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all  of  them  in  detail.  We  will  therefore  choose  three  of  the 
most  remarkable,  namely,  the  conduct  of  Alexander  at  Tyre, 
at  Gaza,  and  at  Persepolis. 

Of  the  first  two  of  these  enterprises  each  was  the  crown- 
ing of  one  of  Alexander's  earlier  victories,  the  third  was  the 
formal  gathering  in  of  his  final  success.  At  Granikos,  at 
Issos,  and  at  Gaugamela,  he  overthrew  the  hosts  of  the  Great 
King  in  open  fight ;  at  Tyre  and  at  Gaza  he  overcame  the 
most  stubborn  resistance  of  his  feudatories  and  lieutenants ; 
at  Persepolis  he  entered  into  undisputed  possession  of  his 
home  and  treasure.  We  must  confess  that  we  cannot  enter 
into  Mr.  Grote's  conception  of  the  siege  of  Tyre.*  He 
seems  to  look  on  it,  laying  aside  moral  considerations,  as  a 
mere  foolhardy  enterprise,  a  simple  waste  of  time  which, 
from  Alexander's  own  point  of  view,  might  have  been  better 
employed.  Sympathy  may  be  enlisted  on  the  side  of  the 
Tyrians  on  many  grounds.  In  the  narrative  of  any  siege 
our  feelings  almost  unavoidably  side  with  the  beleaguered 
party.  Whatever  may  be  the  right  or  wrong  of  the  original 
quarrel,  the  besiegers  are,  then  and  there,  the  aggressors, 
and  the  besieged  are  the  defenders,  and  the  besieged  too 
are  commonly  the  weaker  party.  The  Tyrians  again,  from 
their  former  history,  their  commercial  greatness,  their  com- 
parative political  freedom,  have  a  claim  on  our  sympathy 
far  beyond  the  ordinary  subjects  of  Persia.  They  were  fully 
justified  in  braving  every  extremity  on  behalf  of  their 
allegiance  to  the  Persian  King.  They  were  more  than 
justified  in  braving  every  extremity  in  behalf  of  their 
independence  of  Persian  and  Macedonian  alike.  Nor 
should  we  be  very  hard  upon  them,  if  they  first  of  all  sub- 
mitted to  the  invader,  and  then  repented,  drew  back,  with- 
stood him  to  the  death.  But  we  must  look  at  the  matter 
from  Alexander's  point  of  view  also.  The  question  of  ab- 
stract justice  must  of  course  apply  to  the  war  as  a  whole, 
not  to  each  particular  stage  of  its  ojDerations.  If  Alexander 
was  to  conquer  Persia,  he  must  conquer  Tyre.  Tyre  offered 
*  Vol.  xii.  p.  182. 
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her  submission  without  waiting  to  be  attacked  ;  she  acknow- 
ledged Alexander  as  her  sovereign,  and  promised  obedience 
to  all  his  commands.*  His  first  command  was  an  announce- 
ment, conveyed  in  highly  complimentary  language,  of  his 
wish  to  enter  the  city,  and  to  offer  sacrifice  in  the  great 
temple  of  Herakles.  The  request  was  doubtless  half  religious, 
half  political.  Alexander  would  be  sincerely  anxious  to 
visit  and  to  honour  so  renowned  a  shrine  of  his  o\\ti  sup- 
posed forefather.  But  he  would  be  so  glad  to  avail  himself 
of  so  honourable  a  pretext  for  trying  the  fidelity  of  his  new 
subjects.  We  really  cannot  see  that  this  was,  as  jMr.  Grote 
calls  it,  '  an  extreme  demand  ; '  and,  in  any  case,  the  Tyrians 
had  promised  to  comply  with  all  his  demands,  extreme  or 
otherwise.  When  the  demand  was  refused,  it  was  utterly 
impossible  to  leave  the  refusal  unpunished.  So  to  have 
done  would  at  once  have  broken  the  charm  of  success,  and 
would  have  made  the  conquest  of  Western  Asia  imperfect. 
Had  Tyre,  with  her  powerful  fleet,  been  left  to  defy  Alexander 
unchastised,  anti-Macedonian  movements  might  have  been 
always  set  on  foot  in  Greece  and  Asia  Minor.  Nor  could 
he  leave  Tyre,  like  the  Halikarnassian  citadel,  to  be  block- 
aded by  a  mere  division  of  his  army.  The  work  called,  as 
the  event  proved,  for  his  own  presence  and  his  whole  force. 
This  famous  siege  had  undoubtedly  the  unhappy  result  of 
'  degrading  and  crushing  one  of  the  most  ancient,  spirited, 
wealthy,  and  intelligent  communities  of  the  ancient  world ; ' 
but  that  community  most  undoubtedly  brought  its  destruc- 
tion upon  itself,  and  we  certainly  cannot  admit  that  its 
conquest  was  '  politically  unprofitable  '  to  the  conqueror. 

Now  how  did  Alexander  treat  his  conquest  ?  Tyre,  after 
a  noble  resistance,  was  taken  by  storm.  The  Macedonians, 
according  to  Arrian,t  were  kindled  to  extreme  wrath  because 
the  Tyrians  had  habitually  killed  their  prisoners  before  the 
eyes  of  their  comrades,  and  had  thrown  their  bodies  into  the 
sea.  The  mere  slaughter  of  the  prisoners  was  no  breach  of 
the  Greek  laws  of  war,  though  it  would  doubtless  be  felt  as 
*  Anian,  ii.  15.  f  ii.  24. 
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a  special  call  to  vengeance.  But  the  mockery  and  the 
denial  of  burial  were  direct  sins  against  all  Greek  religious 
notions.  We  therefore  cannot  be  surprised  that  the  success- 
ful assault  of  the  city  was  followed  by  a  merciless  slaughter. 
Such  would  most  likely  have  been  the  case  with  the  most 
civilized  armies  of  modern  times.  But  did  Alexander  add 
to  these  horrors  in  cold  blood  ?  Arrian  tells  us  that  he 
spared  all  who  took  refuge  in  the  temple  of  Herakles — who 
happened  to  be  the  King  and  the  principal  magistrates — and 
that  he  sold  the  rest  as  slaves,  the  common  doom  of  prisoners 
in  ancient  warfare.  According  to  Diodoros  and  Curtius,  a 
certain  number  of  the  captives  were  hanged  or  crucified  by 
Alexander's  order.*  Mr.  Grote  accepts  this  tale.  We  see 
no  ground  to  believe  it.  It  is,  to  our  mind,  an  instance  of 
the  mere  love  of  horrors,  which,  as  in  other  cases,  shows  itself 
in  the  invention  of  additional  crimes  on  both  sides.  Curtius, 
who  speaks  of  Alexander  as  crucifying  Tyrian  prisoners,  also 
speaks  of  the  Tyrians  as  murdering  Macedonian  heralds.f 
Arrian  records  neither  atrocity ;  and  we  believe  neither. 
Mr.  Grote  accepts  the  charge  against  Alexander  and  rejects 
the  charge  against  his  enemies. 

The  like,  as  seems  to  us,  is  the  state  of  the  case  with  regard 
to  the  atrocity  laid  to  the  charge  of  Alexander  after  his  second 
great  siege,  that  of  Gaza.  Mr.  Grote  here  brings  up  again 
a  tale  which,  as  far  as  we  are  aware,  has  found  acceptance 
with  no  other  modern  writer,  and  which  Bishop  Thirlwall 
passes  by  with  the  scorn  of  silence.  Mr.  Grote  would  have  us 
believe  that  Alexander,  after  the  capture  of  Gaza,  caused  its 

*  Diod.  xvii.  46.  6  8e  ^acrCkevs  TtKva  fxev  koI  yvvaiKa<:  e^rjvhpa-noblcraTO, 
Tovs  fie  vtovs  anavTOi  ovras  ovk  eXuTTovs  tu>v  dtaxiKicov,  eKpefiaae. 

Curtius  iv.  4.  '  Triste  deinde  spectaculum  victoribus  ira  prjebuit  Regis, 
Duo  millia,  in  quibus  occidendi  defeccrat  rabies,  crucibus  affixi  per  ingens 
littoris  spatiuni  pependerunt.' 

Mr.  Grote,  here  and  elsewhere,  translates  (Kpifiaae,  hanged.  Bishop 
Thirlwall,  crucified.  It  need  not  imply  the  latter,  and,  between  Diodoros 
and  Curtius,  a  tale  of  hanging  might  easily  grow  into  a  tale  of  crucifixion, 
Hirailarly  Plutarch  has,  in  one  place  (Alex.  72)  dveaTavpcoa-f,  where 
Arrian  (vii,  11)  has  eKpefiaae. 

t  iv.  2. 
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brave  defender,  the  eimuch  Batis,  to  be  dragged  to  death 
at  his  chariot-wheels,  in  imitation  of  the  treatment  of  Hektor's 
dead  body  by  Achillciis.  This  talc  comes  from  Onrtius ;  he 
most  likely  got  it  from  Hegesias,  who  is  quoted  by  Dionysios 
of  Halikarnassos  in  one  of  his  critical  treatises,*  Arrian, 
Plutarch,  and  Diodoros  are  alike  ignorant  of  the  story.  The 
passage  from  Hegesias  is  quoted  by  Dionysios,  without  any 
historical  object,  as  an  instance  of  bad  rhythm  and  bad  taste. 
Mr.  Grote  truly  says  that  '  the  bad  taste  of  Hegesias  as  a 
writer  does  not  diminish  his  credibility  as  a  witness.'  But  his 
credibility  as  a  witness  is  not  a  little  diminished  by  the  general 
witness  of  antiquity  against  him  on  more  important  points.! 
The  tale  seems  to  us  utterly  incredible.  Mr.  Grote  allows  that 
it  *  stands  out  in  respect  of  barbarity  from  all  that  we  read 
respecting  the  treatment  of  conquered  towns  in  antiquity.' 
Curtius  acknowledges  that  it  is  repugnant  to  the  usual 
character  of  Alexander.^  We  might  add  that  Alexander, 
if  he  wished  to  copy  Achilleus,  could  hardly  have  forgotten 
that  Hektor  was  dead,  while  Batis  was  living,  and  moreover 
he  would  hardly  have  copied  Achilleus  in  an  action  which 
Homer  expressly  condemns.§  But  Mr.  Grote  should  surely 
not  have  left  out  the  fact  that  those  who  attribute  this 
cruelty  to  Alexander  speak  of  it  as  an  act  of  revenge  for 
a  treacherous  attempt  which  had  been  made  upon  Alexander 
on  the  part  of  Batis.  |1  Both  Hegesias  and  Curtius  tell  us 
that  an  Arab  of  the  garrison,  in  the  guise  of  a  suppliant  or 
deserter,  obtained  admission  to  Alexander,  that  he  attempted 
to  kill  him,  and  was  himself  killed  by  the  King,  The  tale 
reminds  one  of  the  stories,  true  or  false,  of  the  fate  of  the  Seljuk 
Sultan  Togrel  Beg  and  of  the  Ottoman  Amurath  the  First.lf 

*  Vol.  V.  p.  125,  ed.  Eeiske. 

t  See  Smith's  Diet,  of  Biog.,  art.  Hegesias. 

%  '  Alias  virtutis  etiam  in  hoste  mirator.' 

§  II.  xxii.  395.      ^  pa,  koi   ^KTopa  blov  neiKea  [xij^ero  epya. 

II  Hegesias  clearly  implies  this.  The  woivls  yucrt^uas  ecp'  oh  e^e^ovXevro 
must  I'efer,  not  to  the  general  resistance,  hut  to  the  special  attempt  against 
Alexander's  life. 

^  [And  of  the  story  of  the  death  of  Stesagoras  in  Herodotus,  vi.  38.] 
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Mr.  Grote  leaves  out  all  mention  of  it,  the  only  instance  in 
which  we  have  found  him  fail  to  put  forth  the  whole  evidence 
against  his  own  view.  To  us  the  whole  story,  in  both  its 
parts,  seems  to  be  merely  another  instance  of  the  way  in 
which  the  love  of  marvels  and  horrors  triumphed  over  simple 
truth.  Imaginary  crimes  are  heaped,  certainly  with  praise- 
worthy impartiality,  alike  upon  Alexander  and  ujjon  his 
enemies. 

And  now  as  to  Persepolis.  We  have  already  shown  that 
we  agree  with  Mr.  Grote  in  believing  that  the  destruction 
of  the  Persepolitan  palace  was  Alexander's  deliberate  act. 
We  have  no  doubt  that  the  tale  of  Thais  at  the  banquet  is 
a  mere  romantic  invention.  Arrian  indeed  *  blames  the  act 
of  destruction,  because  it  could  be  no  punishment  to  the  real 
offenders,  the  Persians  of  a  century  and  a  half  earlier.  This 
is  rather  an  objection  to  the  whole  war  than  to  this  particular 
action.  No  doubt  to  Alexander  the  destruction  of  the  palace 
seemed  a  high  symbolic  rite,  setting  forth  Greek  victory 
and  barbarian  overthrow.  The  deed  was  done  against  the 
remonstrance  of  Parmenion,  who  argued  that  it  did  not  be- 
come Alexander  to  destroy  what  was  his  own,  and  that  so 
to  do  would  lead  the  Asiatics  to  look  on  him  as  a  mere 
passing  devastator,  and  not  as  a  permanent  sovereign.  To 
Alexander  such  arguments  would  doubtless  sound  like  the 
suggestions  of  base  avarice  to  stay  the  hand  of  vengeance. 
Nor  do  we  see,  with  Bishop  Thirlwall,t  that  this  view  is  at 
all  inconsistent  with  the  fact  that  he  repented  of  the  deed 
in  after  times.  The  destruction  was  the  act  of  the  Captain- 
general  of  Greece  ;  the  repentance  was  the  sentiment  of  the 
King  of  Asia.  When  the  deed  was  done,  he  did  not  yet  feel 
that  the  home  of  the  Barbarian  was  his  own.  With  altered 
circumstances  and  altered  feelings,  he  might  well  look  back 

*  iii.  18. 

f  Vol.  vi.  p.  287.  He  argues  again  tliat  this  deliberate  destruction  is 
inconsistent  with  the  reverence  shown  by  Alexander  to  the  tomb  of  Cyrus. 
But  Cyrus  was  guiltless  of  Marathon  and  Salamis,  while  the  buildings  at 
Persepolis  were  actually  the  works  of  Darius  and  Xerxes. 


v.]  ALICXANDKIi    TIIK   dHKAT.  223 


with  regret  on  the  ruin  of  one  of  the  choicest  ornaments  of 
his  empire. 

Mr.  Grofce*  indeed  wouhl  add  to  this  symbolic  and  im- 
posing manifestation  of  vengeance  an  act  of  quite  another 
kind,  namely,  a  general  massacre  of  the  male  inhabitants 
of  Persepolis,  done,  if  not  at  Alexander's  bidding,  at  least 
with  his  approval.  In  his  version,  in  short,  a  city  which 
seems  to  have  made  no  resistance  is  described  as  undergoing 
the  worst  fate  of  a  city  taken  by  storm.  This  version  he  takes 
from  Curtius  t  and  Diodoros,  X  on  whose  accounts,  we  think, 
he  somewhat  improves.  For  neither  author  directly  says 
that  Alexander  ordered  the  massacre,  while  Curtius  does  say 
that  he  stopped  it  in  the  end.  Arrian  says  nothing  about 
the  whole  story,  nor  j^et,  in  our  judgement,  does  Plutarch. 
Mr.  Grrote  refers  indeed  to  a  letter  of  Alexander's  quoted  by 
Plutarch,  in  which  the  King  speaks  of  a  slaughter  as  having 
taken  place  by  his  order  '  on  grounds  of  state  policy.'  But 
this  reference  occurs  in  a  most  confused  and  incoherent 
passage,  in  which  Plutarch  jumbles  together  the  passage 
of  the  Persian  Gates  and  the  seizure  of  the  Persepolitan 
treasure.  Of  neither  event  does  he  give  any  geographical 
description  more  exact  than  is  implied  in  the  words/  Persia  ' 
and  '  Persians.'  We  have  no  doubt  that  the  slaughter 
referred  to  by  Plutarch  means  the  slaughter  at  the  Persian 
Gates.§     There  Alexander  met  with  a  most  desperate  resist- 

*  Vol.  xii.  p.  239.  t  v.  6.  3-7.  %  xvii.  70,  71. 

§  [The  whole  passage  runs  thus.  Plut.  Ales.  37.  T^s  be  Uepaibos 
ovcrrjs  Sia  Tpa-^vrr^ra  bvcrffijioKov  Kol  (pvKarrofjbevTjs  vno  yevvaioTaTcov  Uepacov 
(^/lapelos  p-ev  yap  fTTf(pfvy€i)  yiyverai  rivos  irepiodov  kvkXov  fx'^varjs  oi 
TToKvv  fiyepiav  ovtm  dlyXaxraos  civdpcoTros  sk  Trarpos  Avklov,  firjrpos  8e 
Tlepcitos  yeyovajs'  op  cfiacriv,  en  iraidos  ovtos  ' A\e^av8pov,  rrjv  TLvBiav 
Tvpoeiirelv,  a>s  Xvkos  earaL  Ka6riyep.biv  'A\e^dv8pa  ttjs  eirl  Hepcras  iropeias. 
^ovov  p,ev  ovv  evravda  tvoKvv  tcov  oKia-KOfxevcov  yeveadai  avve'Treae'  ypafbei 
yap  avTos,  a>s  vop.i^(ov  avrco  tovto  Xv(TiTeXeLi>  eKeXevev  dnoacfidTTecrdai  roi's 
dvdpoiTrovs'  voplap-aros  6"  evpelv  TrXrjdos  oaov  ev  'Eovcrois,  ttjv  S'  aXXrjv  Kara- 
aKevrjv  Ka\  top  ttXovtov  fKKopiadi)vai  (f)i](Ti  p.vpiois  opiKois  ^evyecri  Ka\ 
irevTaKia-xiXlaii  KaprjXois. 

It  seems  impossible  to  believe  that  this  can  refer  to  anything  except  the 
slaughter  at  the  Persian  Gates,  which  is  described  bj-  Arrian  (iii.  18)  in 
the  earlier  part  of  the  same  chapter  in  which  he  describes  the  destruction 
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auce.  To  bid  his  soldiers  to  refuse  quarter,  horrible  as  it 
seems  to  us,  would  be  nowise  repugnant  to  Greek  laws  of 
war.  A  slaughter  there  might  very  likely  '  be  profitable  to 
him '  {avT(p  XvaLTekelv)  as  tending  to  strike  fear  into  others 
who  might  otherwise  have  thought  of  resistance.  But  no 
such  motive  of  policy  could  apply  to  the  massacre  of  an 
unarmed  people.  Such  a  deed  would  be  fully  open  to  the 
objection  urged  by  Parmenion  ;  it  would  not  strike  terror,  but 
horror ;  if  submission  earned  no  better  fate  than  resistance, 
all  men  would  choose  the  bolder  alternative.  A  massacre  at 
Persepolis  could  only  have  been  allowed,  as  Mr.  Grote  seems 
to  imply,  under  the  influence  of  some  perverted  and  horrible 
form  of  the  same  feeling  which  prompted  the  destruction  of 
the  palace.  But  this  feeling  was  something  quite  different 
from  state  policy  ;  it  was  even,  as  Parmenion  very  soundly 
argued,  quite  repugnant  to  it.  In  fact  Mr.  Grote  this  time 
treats  his  authorities  rather  loosely.  Diodoros  and  Curtius 
speak  of  the  massacre  ;  they  also  speak  of  the  destruction  of 
the  palace  as  a  drunken  freak  suggested  by  Thais.  Arrian 
says  nothing  of  the  massacre,  and  speaks  of  the  destruction 
of  the  palace  as  deliberate,  Mr.  Grote  takes  something  from 
each  narrative  to  work  up,  together  with  some  touches  of  his 
own,  into  a  picture  of  savage  and  cold-blooded  ferocity  on  the 
part  of  Alexander  which  is  not  to  be  found  in  either.  We 
follow  Arrian  ;  but  the  other  story  may  well  be,  as  is  so  often 
the  case,  the  exaggeration  or  distortion  of  something  which 


of  the  palace  at  Persepolis.  But  it  is  clear  from  Arrian,  as  indeed  the 
geography  proves,  that  the  two  things  were  wholly  distinct,  and  he  has 
not  a  word  to  make  lis  fancy  that  the  destruction  of  the  palace  was  accom- 
panied by  any  slaughter.  Curtius  (v.  2)  describes  the  slaughter  at  the 
Gates  as  well  as  the  supposed  slaughter  at  Persepolis.  But  between  the 
two  he  brings  in  a  moving  story  of  the  Macedonian  army  being  met  bj' 
four  thousand  Greek  captives  who  had  been  mutilated  in  various  ways  by 
the  Persians.  Justin  and  Diodoros  tell  the  same  story,  but  cut  the  number 
down  to  eighty.  If  we  accept  this,  we  get,  as  in  the  casts  of  Tyre  and 
Gaza,  a  special  motive  for  the  alleged  cruelty  done  at  Persepolis.  But  the 
whole  story  of  these  inferior  writers  seems  to  me  to  be  not  a  little  doubtful. 
Arrinn  alone  gives  us  a  clear  and  probable  iiarrntivo.] 
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roally  happoiioil.  Tlio  destniction  of  the  palaoo  may  have 
been  accompanied  by  a  licence  to  plunder;  still  more  probably 
would  it  be  seized  on  as  an  occasion  for  unlicensed  plunder. 
In  such  a  scene  of  confusion,  some  lives  might  easily  be 
lost ;  and  this  would  be  quite  groundwork  enough  for  rhe- 
torical historians  to  work  up  into  the  moving  picture  which 
w^e  find  in  Curtius  and  Diodoros.* 

Perhaps,  as  we  have  already  hinted,  Alexander  would 
have  better  consulted  his  own  truest  glory  and  the  lasting 
benefit  of  mankind,  had  he  kept  himself  to  Tyre  and 
Gaza,  and  had  he  never  entered  Persepolis  at  all.  His 
strictly  Hellenic  mission  called  him  to  the  conquest  of 
those  lands  only  which  his  successors,  Macedonian,  Eoman, 
and  Byzantine,  proved  in  the  end  able  to  keejs.  But  it 
was  not  in  human  nature  to  stop  in  such  a  career.  Had 
he  turned  back  when  Parmenion  counselled  him,  he  must 
needs  have  been,  as  Eastern  writers  paint  him,  not  only 
Iskender  the  Conqueror,  but  Iskender  the  Prophet.  And 
a  prophet  perchance,  in  an  indirect  and  unwitting  way, 
he  really  was.  As  the  pioneer  of  Hellenic  cultivation, 
he  became  in  the  end  the  pioneer  of  Christianity.  He 
paved  the  way  for  the  intellectual  empire  of  the  Greek  and 
for  the  political  empire  of  the  Koman.f     And  it  was  the 

*  We  have  already  referred  to  another  horrible  tale,  which  ]\Ir.  Grote 
accepts  (vol.  xii.  p.  275),  but  on  which  Bishop  Thirlwall  is  silent,  namely, 
the  massacre  of  the  Brand lidai  in  Sogdiana.  On  this  we  will  remark  thus 
much : — 

First,  that  the  second  of  the  passages  from  Strabo  which  Mr.  Grote 
quotes  does  not  imply  a  mass:icre.  Strabo  merely  says,  to  tcov  Bpayxi-8ci>i^ 
cicTTV  dvekelv. 

Secondly,  that  in  the  third  passage  the  grounds  of  Alexander's  supposed 
specinl  devotion  to  the  oracle  of  Branchidai  are  introduced  by  Strabo  with 
great  contempt :  rrpoo-rpaywSet  Se  tovtoli:  6  KaXXiadf'vTjs,  k.t.X. 

Thirdly,  that  the  whole  story  of  the  Sogdian  Branchidai  and  their  origin 
is  very  difficult  to  reconcile  witli  the  narra'ive  of  Flerodotus.  The  tale  in 
Strabo  and  Suidas  reads  very  like  a  perversion  of  that  in  Herotiotus  vi.  20. 

t  Nowhere  has  fuller  justice  been  done  to  the  eflects  of  Alexander's 
conquests  than  in  the  opening  chapter  of  Mr.  Finlay's  '  Greece  under  the 
Komans.'     The  two  great  historians,  of  Greece  independent  and  Greece 
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extent  of  that  empire,  intellectual  and  political,  which  has 
marked  the  lasting  extent  of  the  religion  of  Christ.  As  the 
champion  of  the  west  against  the  East,  Alexander  fore- 
shadowed the  later  championship  of  the  Cross  against  the 
Crescent.  Pie  pointed  dimly  to  a  day  when  the  tongne  which 
he  spoke  and  the  system  which  he  founded  should  become 
the  badge  and  bulwark  of  a  creed  which  to  him  would  have 
seemed  the  most  alien  to  all  his  schemes  and  all  his  claims. 
That  creed  first  arose  in  a  land  where  his  name  was  cherished ; 
it  received  its  formal  title  in  the  greatest  city  of  his  suc- 
cessors ;  it  allied  itself  with  the  intellectual  life  of  that  yet 
more  famous  city  which  still  hands  down  to  us  his  name. 
Jerusalem,*  Antioch,  Alexandria,  all  revered  the  Macedonian 
conqueror  as  in  some  sort  their  founder  or  benefactor.  The 
son  of  Ammon,  the  worshipper  of  Belus,  made  ready  the  path 
for  the  faith  which  should  overthrow  the  idols  of  Egypt  and 
Assyria.  The  heroes  of  a  later  age,  who  bore  up  against 
the  Fire-worshipper  and  the  Moslem,  did  but  tread  in  his 
steps  and  follow  out  the  career  which  he  had  opened.  If  he 
overthrew  the  liberties  of  Hellas  in  their  native  seat,  he  gave 
to  the  Hellenic  mind  a  wider  scope,  and  in  the  end  a  yet 
nobler  mission.  He  was  the  forerunner  of  Heraclius  bringing 
home  the  True  Cross  from  its  Persian  bondage,  of  Leo  beating 
back  the  triumphant  Saracen  from  the  walls  of  the  city  which 
Philip  himself  had  besieged  in  vain.  The  victories  of 
Christian  Emperors,  the  teaching  of  Christian  Fathers,  the 
abiding  life  of  the  tongue  and  arts  of  Greece  far  beyond  the 
limits  of  old  Hellas,  perhaps  the  endurance  of  Greek  nation- 
ality down  to  our  own  times,  all  sprang  from  the  triumphs 

enslaved,  are  here  well  contrasted.  The  historian  of  tlie  Athenian  Demo- 
cracy curses  the  Macedonian  as  a  destroyer ;  to  the  historian  of  the 
Byzantine  Empire  he  seems  entitled  to  the  honours  of  a  founder. 

*  It  is  not  needful  for  our  purpose  to  go  into  the  famous  details  of 
Alexander's  supposed  visit  to  Jerusalem.  But,  if  the  tale,  as  it  stands,  be 
a  fable,  it  at  least  points  to  favours  bestowed  by  Alexander  upon  the  Jews 
and  to  gratitude  felt  by  the  Jews  towards  Alexander.  Cyrus  and  Alex- 
ander, the  Persian  and  the  Macedonian  founder,  fill  a  place  in  Jewish 
history  wholly  unlike  that  of  most  heathen  rulers. 
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of  this,  it  may  be,  '  iioii-JIcllciiic  conqueror,'  but,  in  the  work 
which  he  wrought,  most  truly  Hellenic  missionary.  Anrl 
though  we  may  not  give  him  in  his  own-person  the  praise  of 
results  which  neither  he  nor  any  mortal  could  have  looked 
for,  let  us  at  least  do  justice  to  the  great  and  noble  qualities, 
the  wide  and  enlightened  aims,  which  marked,  his  short 
career  on  earth.  Many  faults,  and  a  few  crimes,  indeed 
stain  his  glory  ;  but  perhaps  none  of  mortal  birth  ever  went 
through  such  an  ordeal.  It  would  indeed  have  been  a  moral 
miracle  if  a  fiery  and  impulsive  youth  had  passed  quite 
unscathed  through  such  temptations  as  had  never  beset 
mortal  man  before.  A  youth,  a  Greek,  a  warrior,  a  King,  he 
would  have  been  more  than  man,  had  he  looked  down  quite 
undazzled  from  the  giddy  height  of  what  he  might  well 
deem  more  than  human  greatness.  The  fame  of  even  the 
noblest  of  conquerors  must  yield  to  that  of  the  peaceful  bene- 
factors of  mankind,  or  of  the  warriors  whose  victories  do  but 
secure  the  liberties  of  nations.  We  do  not  place  Alexander 
beside  Leonidas  or  Washington,  beside  Alfred  or  William 
the  Silent.  But  we  do  protest  against  a  view  which  places 
him  in  the  same  class  with  Attila  and  Jenghiz  and  Timour. 
Their  warfare  was  havoc  for  its  own  sake ;  his  was  conquest 
which  went  hand  in  hand  with  discovery  and  improvement. 
Theirs  was  a  wild  beast's  thirst  of  blood,  a  barbarian's  lust  of 
mere  dominion ;  his  was  '  an  ambition  which  almost  grew  into 
one  with  the  highest  of  which  man  is  capable,  the  desire  of 
knowledge  and  the  love  of  good.'  Such  is  the  judgement 
of  one  who  yields  to  none  in  the  extent  of  his  research,  and 
who,  if  he  may  yield  to  some  of  his  rivals  in  the  brilliancy  of 
original  discovery,  yet  surpasses  all  in  those  calm  and  judicial 
faculties,  without  which  research  and  brilliancy  are  vain. 
By  the  judgement  of  that  great  historian  we  still  abide. 
Not  the  petty  malignity  of  Niebuhr,  not  the  weightier  accusa- 
tions of  Grote,  can  avail  to  tear  away  the  diadem  of  unfadinf*- 
glory  which  the  gratitude  of  ages  has  fixed  for  ever  on  the 
brow  of  Alexander,  the  son  of  Philip,  the  Macedonian.* 

*  Thirwaill,  vol.  ii.  p  119. 
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GREECE  DURING  THE  MACEDONIAN  PERIOD.* 

Lecturer  on  Ancient  History,  from  the  Earliest  Times  to  the 
TaMng  of  Alexandria  hy  Ociavianus  ;  comp'ising  the  History 
of  the  Asiatic  Nations,  the  Egyptians,  GreeJcs,  Macedonians; 
and  Carthaginians.  By  B.  G.  Niebuhk.  Translated  from 
the  German  edition  of  Dr.  Marcus  Niebiibr,  by  Dr.  Leon- 
HAED  ScHMiTZ,  &c.  &:q.     London,  1852. 

There  is  perhaps  no  part  of  the  history  of  the  civilized 
world  which  has  of  late  years,  in  this  country  at  least, 
received  a  degree  of  attention  less  proportioned  to  its 
importance  than  the  later  or  Macedonian  aera  of  Greece, 
under  which  name  Ave  must  take  in  the  contemporary 
history  of  those  more  distant  lands  which  then  became  part 
of  the  Grecian  world.  True  it  is  that  this  period  is  forced 
upon  our  notice  from  our  earliest  years  ;  none  is  richer  in 
that  literature  of  anecdotes  of  which  the  Lives  of  Plutarch 
form  the  great  store-house  ;  stories  of  Alexander  and  Pyrrhos 
rush  naturally  to  the  mind  of  the  school-boy  to  furnish 
illustrations  for  his  theme  on  the  dangerous  consequences  of 

*  [I  have  preserved  this  Essay,  or  at  least  some  parts  of  it  which  seemed 
worth  preserving,  because  it  was  in  some  sort  the  germ  of  the  first  volume 
— as  yet,  hut  I  trust  not  for  many  years  longer,  the  only  volume — of  my 
History  of  Federal  Government.  I  have  struck  out  a  good  deal,  and  I 
have  transferred  some  passages  to  other  Essays,  where,  in  the  present 
arrangement  of  the  collection,  they  seemed  more  in  place.  But  I  have 
left  my  general  sketch  of  Macedonian  and  Achaian  affairs  as  a  kind  of  in- 
troduction to  the  great  subject  with  part  of  which  I  have  already  dealt, 
and  which  I  hope  one  day  to  take  up  again.] 
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drunkenness  or  the  need  of  bridling  a  hasty  temper.  But 
this  precocious  and  superficial  knowledge  seldom  forms  the 
groundwork  of  any  after  knowledge  of  a  more  solid  kind. 
Philip  and  his  son  are  household  words  in  every  mouth  ; 
but  we  suspect  that  they  often  fare  like  those  standard 
works  in  every  language,  of  which  it  is  caustically  said, 
that  they  are  quoted  by  everybody  but  read  by  none.  Of 
the  '  Successors,'  to  give  them  their  old  technical  name, 
men  commonly  have  the  vaguest  notions ;  we  suspect  that 
not  a  few  fair  classical  scholars  would  be  sore  put  to  if 
called  on  to  draw  any  minute  distinction  between  Demetrios 
Poliorketes  and  Demetrios  Phalereus.  We  suspect  that 
there  are  plenty  of  learned  persons  who  know  the  exact 
number  of  courses  in  the  walls  of  Plataia,  and  who  can 
accurately  describe  every  evolution  of  Phormion's  fleet, 
who  still  have  nothing  but  their  school-boy  recollections  of 
the  Anabasis  to  remind  them  that  deeds  of  no  small  note 
were  done  both  among  Grreeks  and  Barbarians,  at  a  later 
time  than  a  certain  sacrifice  with  which  Tissaphernes 
honoured  the  Ephesian  Artemis.  The  orators  may  perhaps 
carry  on  a  few  to  behold  the  death-struggle  of  Athens  ;  but 
that  death-struggle  is  too  often  hastily  assumed  to  have 
been  that  of  Greece  also.  At  all  events,  when  Thucydides, 
Xenophon,  and  Demosthenes  have  all  failed  us,  none  but 
the  professed  historian  can  be  called  'on  to  wade  through 
a  period  where  he  has  to  pick  his  way  at  every  step  amid 
the  careless  blunders  of  Plutarch  and  the  impenetrable 
stupidity  of  Diodoros,  where  constant  references  have  to 
be  made  to  the  scandalous  gossip  of  Athenaios  and  the 
antiquarian  twaddle  of  Pausanias,  and  where  the  very 
purest  and  most  familiar  atmosphere  that  we  are  allowed  to 
breathe  consists  of  the  scattered  fragments  of  Polybios  and 
of  those  out-of-the-way  decades  of  Livy  which  nobody  ever 
thinks  of  reading. 

There  is  doubtless  force  in  all  this ;  it  at  least  shows 
that  this  period  cannot  be  so  easily  made  a  subject  of 
minute  academical  study  as  the  history  of  the  Persian  and 
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Peloponnesian  Wars.*  Had  we  the  whole  work  of  Polybios, 
the  case  would  be  widely  diiferent.  It  is  sad  indeed  when, 
at  some  critical  point  of  warfare  or  negotiation,  the  too 
familiar  break  in  the  text  warns  us  that  we  have  to  fill  up 
the  gaps  of  the  historian  and  the  statesman  with  the  double- 
filtered  talk  of  moralists,  topographers,  and  anecdote- 
mongers.  But  it  is  something  to  have  even  such  fragments 
as  we  still  have  of  such  a  work  as  that  of  Polybios  is  still. 
To  him,  through  a  happy  though  mournful  fate  which 
befell  no  other  historian,  the  old  local  politics  of  Greece 
and  the  wide-spreading  diplomacy  of  the  Eternal  City 
were  alike  living  and  familiar  things.  His  lot  was  cast, 
now  among  party  feuds  in  Bceotia  and  Arkadia  and  border 
warfare  of  Messene  and  Megalopolis,  now  among  those 
scenes  of  vast  intrigue  and  conquest  which,  to  a  vulgar 
mind,  might  have  made  the  events  of  his  youth  seem 
but  combats  of  the  kites  and  crows.  He  who  had  borne 
the  urn  of  the  last  of  Hellenic  heroes — the  last  who  had 
organized  a  Gl-ecian  commonwealth  for  war  and  peace, 
the  last  who  had  fought,  Greek  against  Greek,  at  no 
Macedonian  or  Roman  bidding — lived  to  stand  beside  the 
conqueror  of  mighty  Carthage,  when  he  wept  over  the 
predestined  fate  of  Rome  amid  the  ashes  of  her  proudest 
rival.t 

While  then  our  great  authority  has  come  down  to  us  only 
in  a  patched  and  fragmentary  state,  it  is  no  wonder  that 
the  want  of  a  text-book  is  enough  to  frighten  away  those 
who  are  used  to  such  guidance  as  that  of  Herodotus  and 
Thucydides  from  venturing  themselves  among  the  shoals 
and  quicksands  of  so  dangerous  a  coast.  And,  besides  this, 
Ave  must  allow  that  the  history  itself  is,  in  some  respects, 
far  from  an  attractive  one.     We  are  working  among  the 

*  [That  is  to  say,  Polybios  could  hardly  be  taken  up  as  a  hook,  as 
Thucydides  is ;  but  the  part  of  Grecian  liistory  with  which  we  are  con- 
cerned might  well  be  taken  up  as  a  subject  or  period.'] 

t  [On  the  position  of  Polybios  see  History  of  Federal  Government, 
i.  228.  I  also  found  something  to  say  about  him  in  my  licde  Lecture  on 
the  Unity  of  History.] 
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dregs  of  a  nation,  tlic  vigour  of"  wlio.sc  political  and  literary 
life  lias  for  ever  passed  away.  Conscious  speculation  on 
the  science  of  commonwealths  and  kingdoms  has  taken  the 
place  of  tlie  inborn  and  experimental  wisdom  of  Themistokles 
and  Perikles.  The  grammarian  and  the  imitative  poet 
strive,  at  a  still  wider  distance,  to  make  up  for  those 
glorious  days  of  Homer  or  of  ^schylus  which  are  gone 
from  us  for  ever.  It  is  a  shock  to  old  and  high  associations 
when,  in  the  heading  or  the  index,  we  see  the  deathless 
names  of  Thermopylai  and  Salamis  attached  to  unfamiliar 
and  comparatively  ignoble  conflicts.  The  city  of  Teukros 
and  Evagoras  so  keenly  suggests  the  memory  of  its  more 
famous  parent,*  that  we  are  grieved  to  find  that  so  glorious 
a  name  now  recalls  only  the  selfish  warfare  of  Macedonian 
robbers.  The  very  spot  where  Leonidas  had  fallen  beholds 
indeed  Europe  revenge  its  old  wrongs  upon  the  rival 
continent ;  but  our  sympathies  are  well  nigh  called  forth 
for  the  fallen  despot,  when  it  is  not  the  patriotic  fervour  of 
old  Greece,  but  the  cold  and  selfish  ambition  of  the  masters 
of  the  world  before  which  the  pride  of  Eastern  tyrants  has 
now  to  bend. 

In  short,  there  is  quite  enough  to  account  for,  though  we 
cannot  bring  ourselves  to  think  that  there  is  enough  to 
justify,  the  neglect  into  which  this  part  of  history  has 
commonly  fallen.  We  have  always  looked  upon  the  period 
from  the  second  battle  of  Mantineia  to  the  reduction  of 
Macedonia  and  Achaia  into  Koman  provinces  f  as  by  no 
means  lacking  either  in  interest  to  the  reader  or  in  value  to 
the  general  historian  of  Greece  and  of  the  world.  The  rise 
of  the  Macedonian  state  under  its  two  great  princes,  the 

*  We  may  here  reverse  the  words  of  .35schylus — 

....  SaXa/xti/a  re,  ras  vvv  fiarpoiroXis  ravB^ 
alria  trrevayfJiSiv.  Pers.  864. 

t  [By  the  reduction  of  Macedonia  and  Achaia  in  Eoman  provinces,  I 
doubtless  meant  what  happened  in  b.  c.  146.  But,  though  Achaian 
liberty  came  practically  to  an  end  at  that  time,  Achaia  did  not  formally 
become  a  Eoman  province  till  long  after.  See  History  of  Federal  Govern- 
ment, i.  705.] 
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spread  of  Hellenism  in  Asia  through  the  conquests  of 
Alexander,  the  great  political  phaBnomenon  of  the  Achaian 
League,  even  the  momentary  glory  of  Young  Sparta  under 
the  last  Kleomenes,  are  surely  events  of  a  kind  at  once 
highly  important  and  highly  interesting.  They  are  less 
imjiortant  and  less  interesting,  we  fully  grant,  than  the 
old  days  of  Marathon  and  Thermopylai,  of  Arginousai  and 
Aigospotamos,  but  they  are  still  very  far  from  deserving  to 
be  wholly  passed  by  in  an  historical  survey  either  of  Greece 
or  of  the  world  at  large. 

We  were  therefore  naturally  well  pleased  to  find  thorough 
sympathy  with  these  feelings  set  forth  by  no  less  an 
authority  than  Niebuhr,  and  the  more  so  as  Mr.  Grote 
seemed  to  have  fallen  into  the  common  error  of  under- 
valuing this  period.  Niebuhr,  on  the  other  hand,  we  are 
told,  had  made  these  times  the  object  of  more  careful  study 
than  any  other  part  of  ancient  history,  and  in  his  great 
course  of  professorial  lectures  by  far  the  most  elaborate  and 
valuable  part  is  given  to  its  examination,  while  the  lecturer 
himself  several  times  directly  sets  forth  his  opinion  that 
this  period  had  been  in  general  unduly  neglected. 

The  time  with  which  we  have  now  to  do  naturally  divides 
itself  into  two  great  periods— the  age  of  PMtjj  and  Alexander 
and  their  immediate  Successors;  and  that  of  the  Achaian 
League  and  the  Antigonid  dynasty. 

The  first  period  takes  in  the  organization  of  Macedonia 
under  Philip,  first  as  a  Greek  state,  and  then  as  the  ruling 
Greek  state,  the  wonderful  career  of  Alexander,  and  the  end- 
less wars  among  his  immediate  Successors  till  the  kingdoms 
which  they  founded  were  brought  into  something  like  a  settled 
order.  Now,  except  the  romantic  tale  of  Alexander's  own 
conquests,  there  is  but  little  in  this  period  to  please,  and  in 
its  last  stage  there  is,  at  first  sight,  little  to  interest.  The 
reign  of  Philip  was  a  triumph  of  slavery  over  freedom,  and  it 
wrought  the  degradation  of  the  city  to  which  every  real  student 
of  history,  every  real  lover  of  literature  and  art,  must  for  ever 
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look  as  the  most  sacred  shrine  of  his  intellectual  pilgrimage. 
Again,  the  last  stage,  the  wars  of  the  Successors,  loses  the 
interest  which  attaches  to  the  glorious  struggle  of  IJemo- 
sthenes,  and  sinks,  at  first  sight,  into  little  Leyond  a  mere 
record  of  crimes. 

While  the  narrative  of  this  period  by  Bishop  Thirl  wall  is 
by  far  the  greatest  portion  of  his  great  work,  the  way  in 
which  Niebuhr  has  treated  it  is  one  which  we  cannot  but  call 
altogether  unworthy  both  of  his  intellectual  and  moral  nature. 
We  may  believe  that  this  defect  was  chiefly  owing  to  the 
peculiar  form  of  lectures,  and  that  in  a  History  of  Greece, 
answering  to  his  greatest  work,  he  would  have  written  in  quite 
another  way.  Lectures  delivered  extempore,  and  printed 
without  the  author's  revision,  from  notes  taken  by  the  pupils 
who  heard  them,  are  something  which  must  be  measured  by 
quite  a  different  standard  from  an  elaborate  work  written  in 
the  waiter's  study,  with  every  means  for  reference  and  second 
thoughts.  It  would  be  vain  to  look  in  these  volumes  for  entire 
freedom  from  slips  and  contradictions,  but  it  would  be  unffiir, 
under  such  circumstances,  to  make  them  the  subject  of  un- 
favourable criticism.  It  shows  in  fact  the  wonderful  range  of 
Niebuhr's  knowledge,  and  his  still  more  wonderful  power  of 
applying  his  knowledge  without  external  help,  that  the  amount 
of  errors  or  inconsistencies  which  his  editor  has  pointed  out^ 
or  which  we  have  found  out  for  ourselves,  does  not  greatly 
exceed  in  number  or  importance  the  allowance  which  would 
be  fairly  pardonable  in  a  work  of  the  same  bulk  wTitten  or 
dictated  at  the  author's  fireside.  The  lectures  also,  in  their 
present  form,  have  a  peculiar  value,  as  showing  us  the  workings 
of  Niebuhr's  mind,  and  the  manner  in  which  his  opinions  were 
worl^ed  out.  There  are  many  passages  in  which  it  is  clear,  not 
only  that  the  lecturer  spoke  extempore,  but  that  the  thoughts 
themselves  came  into  the  speaker's  mind  while  he  was  in  the 
act  of  speaking.  Of  course  such  illustrations  or  conjectures  do 
not  carry  with  them  the  weight  of  Niebuhr's  mature  judge- 
ment, but  they  are  specially  valuable  as  illustrating  Niebuhr's 
owB  self.    Again,  in  his  History  Niebuhr  appears  as  far  more 
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happy  in  what  he  thought  than  in  his  way  of  telling  us 
why  he  thought  it.  Many  of  his  views  need  only  to  be 
stated  in  order  at  once  to  carry  conviction  with  them,*  but 
the  reader's  confidence  is  anything  but  increased  by  toiling 
through  the  maze  of  argument  in  which  theorem  and  de- 
monstration are  confused  together.  In  the  Lectures,  on  the 
other  hand,  all  is  clear  and  straightforward ;  results  are 
given  and  little  more,  which  is  just  what  we  want.  It  is 
enough  to  be  told  Niebuhr's  opinion  ;  the  grounds  of  it, 
for  the  most  part,  any  other  man  could  explain  better  than 
himself. 

But,  on  the  other  hand,  this  mode  of  delivery  has  brought 
out  certain  characteristics  which,  while  they  greatly  enhance 
the  value  of  the  work  as  an  index  of  the  author's  mind, 
certainly  lessen  its  trustworthiness  as  an  historical  guide. 
This  is  specially  the  case  in  the  period  with  which  we  are 
now  dealing.  Niebuhr  was  a  man  of  ardent  and  indeed 
hasty  feelings ;  his  love  and  his  enmity  were  strongly  felt 
and  strongly  expressed,  and  he  had  a  wonderful  power  of 
throwing  himself  into  the  feelings  of  past  ages,  and  of  look- 
ing on  the  men  of  two  thousand  years  back  in  the  light  of 
living  friends  and  foes.  Now  all  these  qualities,  as  could 
not  fail  to  be  the  case,  appear  in  these  lectures  in  their  most 
exaggerated  form.  In  throwing  himself  into  the  cause  of 
right  and  freedom,  Niebuhr  failed  to  do  justice  to  those  whom 
circumstances  placed  on  the  other  side.  In  his  admiration 
of  the  high,  heroic,  unselfish,  virtue  of  Demosthenes,  he 
sometimes  forgot  that  language  which  was  natural  in  the 
mouth  of  the  orator  in  the  Pnyx  was  no  longer  becoming 
when  it  fell  from  the  mouth  of  the  Professor  in  his  lecture- 
room  at  Bonn.  The  business  of  Demosthenes  was  to  call  on 
his  hearers  to  arm  against  Philip  or  Alexander ;  the  business 
of  Niebuhr  was  calmly  and  judicially  to  set  before  his  hearers 
the  right  and  wrong  of  the  cause  in  which  those  mighty  men 

*  [When  I  wrote  this,  I  could  hardly  have  thrown  oif  that  idolatry  of 
Kicbuhr  which  was  the  natural  result  of  the  Oxford  training  of  thirty 
years  hack.     1873.] 
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were  the  actors.  The  first  aspect  of  Niebulir's  treatment  of 
this  })orio(l  is  tliat  of  simple  unscrupulous  malignity  towards 
everything  bearing  the  Macedonian  name.  Tlie  two  great 
Kings  are  reviled  to  an  extent  which  might  have  wearied  the 
willing  ears  of  Demos  himself;  their  crimes  are  exaggerated, 
their  virtues  depreciated,  their  motives  distorted  ;  every  piece 
of  scandalous  gossip  is  raked  up  against  them  on  evidence 
which  Niebuhr  himself  is  the  first  to  cast  aside  when  it 
tells  against  his  own  favourites.  Now  in  all  this  we  see 
no  ground  for  charging  Niebuhr  with  intentional  disin- 
genuousness  ;  we  fully  believe  that  in  the  solitude  of  his 
closet  he  would  have  drawn  his  pen  through  most  of  the 
passages  of  which  we  complain  ;  he  must  certainly  have  been 
both  a  worse  historian  and  a  worse  man  than  we  have  ever 
deemed  him,  if  he  could,  in  his  calmer  moments,  have  ven- 
tured to  brand  Alexander  as  the  murderer  of  his  father,  and 
to  sully  one  of  the  most  amiable  features  of  his  character 
with  the  foulest  of  imj)utations.  We  believe  the  case  simply 
to  be  that  Niebuhr  had  so  thoroughly  thrown  himself  into 
the  position  of  Demosthenes  and  Hyperides,  that  he  had 
become  even  less,  capable  than  they  were  of  doing  justice  to 
their  mightiest  adversary. 

From  Niebuhr  we  may  turn  to  our  own  great  historian  of 
the  same  period.  If  Bishop  Thirlwall  is  not  so  ardent  as 
Niebuhr  for  Athens  and  Demosthenes,  it  is, because  it  is 
neither  his  nature  nor  his  principle  to  be  so  ardent  about 
anything.  But  he  shows  with  equal  clearness  where  his 
sympathies  lie,  and  which  side  he  holds  to  be  the  side  of 
trutli  and  justice.  Here  and  there  a  burst  of  indignant 
eloquence  shows  that  his  convictions  are  as  deeply  rooted  as 
those  of  Niebuhr  himself.  But  he  never  lowers  himself  to 
reviling  or  misrepresentation  of  the  other  side.  On  his 
showing,  we  see  in  Philip  the  very  founder  of  intrigue  and 
diplomacy,  unscrupulous  when  his  ends  were  to  be  served, 
but  fiir  from  lacking  generous  feelings,  and  never  allowing 
himself  to  be  hurried  into  an  useless  crime.  It  is  highly 
unfair  to  class  men  of  this  stamp  with  monsters  like  Ochu§ 
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or  Nero,  Gian-Maria  Visconti  or  Galeazzo  Sforza,  who  seem 
to  have  revelled  in  evil  for  its  own  sake.  To  raise  his  own 
country,  to  make  Macedonia  a  Greek  state  and  the  first  of 
Greek  states,  was  surely  no  mean  or  paltry  ambition,  no 
worse  surely  than  exploits  which  have  attached  lasting 
honour  to  the  names  of  many  Christian  potentates.  And 
Alexander,  whom  for  two  thousand  years  the  world  has 
rejoiced  to  reckon  among  the  first  of  its  heroes,  can  never 
be  changed  into  a  mere  monster  of  wickedness  and  weak- 
ness, even  though  the  wand  of  the  historical  Kirke  be 
grasped  by  the  hand  of  Barthold  Niebuhr. 

Between  the  years  B.C.  280  and  270,  we  may  place  the 
boundary  which  parts  the  two  periods  into  which  we  have 
divided  the  later  history  of  Greece.  The  storm  of  Macedonian 
conquest  has  passed  by,  and  its  results  now  begin  to  appear 
in  the  comparatively  settled  state  of  Grecian  Europe  ;  that 
of  Grecian  Asia,  so  far  as  it  can  be  said  to  have  ever  been 
settled  at  all,  may  fairly  date  from  the  field  of  Issos.  The 
deaths  of  Demetrios,  Pyrrhos,  Lysimachos,  and  Seleukos, 
the  Gaulish  invasion  and  the  first  great  display  of  power 
on  the  part  of  the  ^tolians,  the  establishment  of  the 
Antigonid  dynasty  in  Macedonia  and  the  first  beginnings 
of  the  Achaian  League,  all  come  within  about  twelve  years 
of  each  other,  a  period  of  far  smaller  practical  extent  at 
that  point  of  Grecian  history  than  it  was  in  either  an  earlier 
or  a  later  generation.  From  this  point  Niebuhr's  treatment 
of  his  subject  wonderfully  improves.  He  seems  to  have 
got  over  his  abstract  hatred  of  Macedonians ;  he  can  see 
some  merit  in  the  later  Antigonids,  and  his  treatment  of 
the  affairs  of  the  League  is  most  just  and  valuable.  It  was 
evidently,  as  his  editor  tells  us,  a  favourite  period,  which  he 
dealt  with  thoroughly  as  a  labour  of  love.  And,  when  we 
look  at  the  whole  time  under  his  guidance,  we  soon  see 
how  great  a  mistake  it  is  to  look  on  the  whole  period  with 
the  usual  scorn.  It  is  a  time  which  sets  before  us  the 
political  fall  of  Greece,  accompanied  by  an  increased  spread 
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of  Grecian  influence  over  the  world;  it  shows  to  us  the 
slow  and  sure  advance  of  Korae,  and  how,  in  the  meshes  of 
her  policy,  the  former  masters  of  the  civilized  world  were 
led  down  the  gradual  descent  of  alliance,  dependence, 
subjugation,  and  amalgamation.  Surely  every  one  who 
has  traced  Grecian  history  and  literature  through  its  earlier 
and  more  brilliant  stages  must  feel  some  share  of  what 
Niebuhr  calls  a  natural  '  Pietas '  towards  Greece,  which  is 
of  itself  enough  to  make  us  wish  to  follow  out  its  history 
to  the  end.  Wretched  indeed  as  was  the  last  century  and 
a  half  of  Athenian  existence,*  it  is  still  the  duty  of  those 
who  have  walked  in  the  full  blaze  of  its  earlier  day,  at 
least  to  watch  the  glimmering  light  till  it  is  wholly  put 
out.  And  again,  Athens  is  not  Greece ;  other  states  will 
give  us  real  political  and  historical  lessons  down  to  the 
last  moment. 

But  while  Greece  itself  is  thus  falling,  Greeks  are  rising 
to  the  height  of  their  intellectual  sway  in  other  lands.  The 
spread  of  Hellenism  in  the  East  through  the  Macedonian 
conquests  is  in  itself  a  phaenomenon  worthy  of  study,  and 
it  becomes  of  yet  greater  importance  when  we  think  of  its 
bearing  on  the  spread  of  Christianity,  and  its  close  con- 
nexion with  the  Apocryphal,  and  even  with  the  New 
Testament  history.  The  Greek  language  became  the 
badge  at  once  of  European  civilization  and  of  Orthodox 
Christianity ;  Asia  Minor  was  really  hellenized ;  Syria 
and  Egypt  had  only  a  few  great  Hellenic  cities  scattered 
over  them.  Hence  these  latter  countries  first  fell  aside  into 
heresies  or  national  churches,  and  afterwards  became  an 
easy  prey  to  Mahometan  conquest.  The  thoroughly  Greek 
provinces,  on  the  other  hand,  withstood  Monophysite  and 
Nestorian,  Saracen  and  Turk,  for  many  ages  longer.  When 
Gibbon  spoke  of  Antioch  retaining  '  her  old  allegiance  to 

*  [Again  I  must  have  forgotten  that  Athens,  still  less  than  Achaia,  did 
not  formally  come  to  an  end  in  B.C.  146.  It  must  be  remembered  that 
Hadrian  was  an  Archon,  and  Constantine  a  General,  of  the  Athenian 
Democracy.] 
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Christ  and  Coesar/  he  doubtless  meant  a  scoff,  but  he  none 
the  less  set  forth  a  great  historical  truth. 

Again,  if  the  gradual  advance  of  Roman  power,  and  its 
still  more  gradual  decline,  contain,  as  in  truth  they  do,  the 
whole  history  of  the  civilized  world,  it  is  surely  no  unin- 
structive  task  to  trace  the  steps  by  which  Rome  gradually 
wound  the  toils  of  her  crooked  diplomacy  around  the  fairest 
of  her  conquests.  Bishop  Thirlwall  truly  says  that  in  such 
arts  the  Roman  Senate  surpassed  every  cabinet,  ancient  and 
modern ;  and  it  was  to  them,  more  than  to  her  pilum  and 
broadsword,  that  Rome  owed  the  reduction  of  Macedonia  and 
Achaia  into  provinces  of  a  city  of  which  Demosthenes  and 
Philip  may  have  barely  heard  the  name.  And  again,  if  we 
remember  how  tlie  hellenized  nations  took  up  the  name 
and  position  of  Romans,  how  they  kept  on  the  political  life 
of  the  Roman  Empire  in  aMegarian  and  a  Milesian*  colony, 
for  hundreds  of  years  after  the  old  Rome  had  forgotten  her 
ancient  mission,  it  can  be  no  fruitless  speculation  to  trace 
the  steps  by  which  the  first  impulse  was  given  to  so  strange 
and  lasting  an  union  between  the  intellectual  supremacy  of 
Greece  and  the  political  eternity  of  Rome. 

And  when  we  carry  on  our  view  beyond  the  limits  of  direct 
cause  and  effect,  when  we  take  in  the  wider  field  of  analogy 
and  historical  parallelism,  this  period  becomes  clothed  with 
yet  deeper  interest.  The  history  of  old  Greece  and  the 
history  of  media3val  Italy  can  never  be  thoroughly  under- 
stood unless  the  two  are  constantly  employed  to  illustrate 
one  another.t  And  the  fall  of  each  country  presents  a 
picture,  in  which,  though  the  likeness  is  certainly  less  strong 
than  in  the  earlier  periods,  it  is  still  marked  enough  to  make 
it  worth  while  to  point  out  some  of  the  chief  features,  both 

*  ['JVapezous,  which  became,  ages  after,  the  seat  of  that  Empire  of 
Trebizond  which  outlived  that  of  Constantinople,  was  a  colony  of  Sin6pe, 
and  so  a  granddaughter  of  Miletos.] 

f  [I  have  cut  short  this  comparison,  which  I  afterwards  expanded  into 
the  First  Essay  in  this  Scries.  But  I  have  left  one  or  two  points  un  which 
I  said  little  or  nothing  there.] 
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where  the  parallel  clearly  exists  and  where  it  must  be  allowed 
to  fail. 

As  Greece  was  the  elder,  the  more  native,  in  every  sense 
the  nobler,  of  the  two  great  developements  of  republican 
splendour,  it  seems  only  right  that  Greece  should,  even  in 
her  corruption  and  her  fall,  keep  more  of  dignity  than  her 
mediaeval  antitype.* 

'  Magna  fei'es  tacitas  solatia  mortis  ad  inubras 
A  tanto  cecidisse  viro.'  f 

Italy,  in  fact,  has  no  parallel  to  the  age  of  Philip  and 
Alexander,  when  Greece  might  forget  her  bondage  in  the 
dazzling  glory  of  a  hero  who  boasted  of  her  blood,  and  wIkjso 
pride  it  was  to  bear  her  language  and  civilization  into  realms 
which  had  never  obeyed  the  voice  of  Assyrian  or  Persian 
despot.  It  is  clear  that  both  the  great  Macedonians  really 
loved  and  revered  Greece,  Athens  above  all.  To  humble  her 
politically  was  an  unavoidable  part  of  their  policy  ;  but  they 
always  kept  themselves  from  doing  her  any  wrong  beyond 
which  their  policy  called  for.  They  felt  as  Greeks,  and  they 
had  no  temptation  to  destroy  what  they  claimed-  as  their 
mother  country.  They  had  clearly  no  wish  to  swallow  up 
Greece  in  Macedonia,  but  rather  to  make  Macedonia,  as  a 
Greek  state,  the  ruling  power  of  Greece.  %  Such  was  un- 
doubtedly the  aim  of  Philip,  and  it  was  that  of  Alexander  too, 
till,  from  the  throne  of  the  Great  King,  he  may  have  learned 
to  look  on  both  Greece  and  Macedonia  as  little  more  than 
corners  of  his  empire,  nurseries  of  his  most  valiant  soldiers. 
But  the  desolation  of  Greece  under  Alexander's  immediate 
Successors  very  fairly  answers  to  the  desolation  of  Italy  by 

*  [This  may  seem  to  contradict  what  I  have  said  above  in  p.  30,  but  I 
do  not  think  that  it  really  does  so.  The  point  is  that,  after  the  wars  of 
the  Successors,  Greece  had  a  time  of  revived  freedom,  which  Italy,  since 
the  time  of  the  French,  Spanish,  and  German  wars,  never  had  till  our 
own  day.] 

t  [I  have  siuce  used  this  quotation  for  another  purpose.  '  Willelmus 
Magnus '  may  surely  rank  in  the  same  class  as  '  Alexander  Magnus.'] 

X  See  above,  p.  178. 
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French,  Spanish,  Swiss,  and  German  invaders.  As  in  the 
later  parallel,  the  history  of  these  endless  wars  is  indeed  little 
more  than  a  revolting  record  of  crime ;  still  we  cannot  help 
looking  even  on  them  with  somewhat  more  of  favour  than 
they  receive  from  Niebuhr.  Selfish  and  unscrupulous  as 
they  were,  we  cannot  set  them  down  as  mere  monsters  ;  even 
the  blood-stained  Kassandros  must  not  be  ranked  with  a 
Phalaris  or  an  Eccelino.  Treachery  and  murder  were  familiar 
to  them  all  when  they  served  their  purpose  ;  but,  when  they 
were  once  established  in  their  kingdoms,  we  do  not  find  that 
they  became  such  mere  savage  scourges  of  mankind  as  Kings 
and  rulers  have  too  often  shown  themselves.  Ptolemy's 
hands  were  no  cleaner  than  those  of  his  fellows ;  he  won  his 
way  to  his  throne  by  equal  crime ;  yet  when  he  was  once 
seated  there,  the  unanimous  voice  of  history  has  placed  him 
in  the  first  rank  of  sovereigns.  Such  rulers  as  Augustus,  as 
Francesco  Sforza,  as  our  oAvn  Cnut,  form  a  far  truer  parallel 
to  the  better  class  of  ]\Iacedonian  princes,  to  Antigonos, 
Ptolemy,  or  Seleukos,  than  the  mere  loathsome  tyrants  either 
of  classical  or  of  mediseval  Italy. 

For  one  prince  of  these  troubled  times,  whom  Niebuhr 
holds  up  to  special  hatred,  we  must  confess  a  certain  ten- 
derness,— it  may  be  a  weakness.  This  is  Demetrios  Polior- 
ketes,  the  Alkibiades  or  Antonius  of  his  age.  An  ambition 
not  only  selfish,  but  utterly  reckless  and  extravagant,  a 
private  profligacy  of  the  wildest  and  most  revolting  kind,  a 
haughty  carelessness  of  others,  and  all  this  joined  with  an 
utter  lack  of  those  arts  of  the  ruler  and  the  statesman  which 
distinguish  a  Seleukos  and  a  Ptolemy,  might,  at  first  sight, 
seem  to  stamp  him  with  hopeless  infamy,  as  the  vilest  speci- 
men of  a  vile  time.  But,  as  in  his  Athenian  prototype — 
open  to  all  these  charges  but  the  last,  and  towards  whom 
Niebuhr  is  by  no  means  harsh — there  is  still  something  about 
Demetrios  which  renders  it  impossible  to  look  on  him  with 
unmixed  dislike.  In  his  first  expedition  we  may  fairly  attri- 
bute to  him  a  really  generous  ambition  to  become  the  chosen 
prince  of  independent  Hellas,  and  as  such  Athens  at  least  was 
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ready  to  receive  biin.  And  when  we  think  how  Athens  re- 
ceived him,  we  may  deem  that  it  was  nothing  wonderful  if 
a  fiery  and  voluptuous  youth  had  his  head  utterly  turned 
by  such  incense  as  had  never  before  been  offered  to  mortal 
man.  Demetrios  would  have  had  no  claim  to  rank  even  as  a 
naturalized  Greek,  could  he  have  gone  unscathed  through  a 
milder  ordeal  than  that  of  being  formally  acknowledged  as  the 
peer  of  Zeus  and  Athene,  and  of  having  his  will  solemnly 
declared  to  be  the  measure  of  holiness  and  justice.  It  is 
perhaps  only  because  we  judge  him  by  a  higher  standard 
that  we  speak  so  harshly  of  his  private  life  ;  that  it  went  far 
beyond  the  bounds  even  of  Athenian  licence  cannot  be 
denied,  but  it  would  have  seemed  nothing  wonderful  in  the 
seraglios  of  Nineveh  or  Susa.  He  seems  to  have  won  the 
affections  of  his  many  wives,  and  he  certainly  was  not  in  the 
habit  of  divorcing  or  murdering  them,  like  many  of  his  con- 
temporaries and  successors.  The  harmony  which  reigned 
between  himself  and  his  father,  and  afterwards  between  him- 
self and  his  son,  forms  a  pleasing  picture  in  itself,  and  it  is 
a  remarkable  characteristic  of  the  whole  family,  in  contrast 
to  the  fearful  domestic  tragedies  which  disgraced  almost 
every  other  Macedonian  palace.  Till  the  quarrel  in  the  last 
generation  between  Perseus  and  the  last  Demetrios,  no 
Antigonid  ever  stained  his  hands  with  the  blood  of  father, 
son,  or  brother ;  none  ever  even  stood  forth  as  the  enemy  or 
rival  of  his  nearest  kinsman.  Against  the  Besieger  himself  no 
special  deed  of  blood  or  perfidy  is  distinctly  proved ;  haughty 
and  overbearing  in  prosperity,  faults  which  lost  him  the 
Macedonian  throne,  he  does  not  seem  even  there  to  have 
sunk  into  an  actual  oppressor.  Adversity  no  man  knew 
better  how  to  bear ;  the  rebound  was  always  greater  than  the 
fall.  Throughout  his  whole  career,  whether  dealing  with 
Ptolemy,  with  Khodes,  or  with  Athens,  we  see  touches  of  a 
generous  and  chivalrous  spirit,  which  he  shares  with  Alex- 
ander and  Pyrrhos,  but  with  perhaps  no  other  prince  of  his 
age.  Surely  he  deserves  at  least  as  much  tenderness  as 
Niebuhr  grants,  with  full  justice  we  allow,  to  his  descendant, 
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degenerate  indeed,  but  not  wholly  nnlike  him,  the  last 
Philip  of  Macedon. 

And  if  Italy  has  no  exact  parallel  to  the  age  of  Philip  and 
Alexander,  still  less  has  she  a  parallel  to  the  days  of  revived 
freedom  which  in  Greece  followed  the  age  of  the  Successors. 
Stern  as  was  the  doom  of  Greece,  it  was  still  not  to  be  com- 
pared to  the  doom  of  her  antitype  ;  her  race  was  as  yet  by 
no  means  run,  the  day  of  her  final  overthrow  was  still  far 
off.  Even  during  the  period  of  confusion,  Greece  was  never 
of  so  little  account  among  the  struggles  of  her  masters  as 
Italy  was  during  the  analogous  time  ;  her  attachment  was 
eagerly  sought  after,  both  from  the  reverence  which  she  in- 
spired, and  still  more  from  the  substantial  force  which  she 
still  held,  a  force  quite  enough  in  most  cases  to  turn  the 
scale  between  two  contending  potentates.  And  when  things 
began  to  fall  back  again  into  something  like  settled  order, 
a  new  aera  of  freedom  and  glory  arose,  shorter  and  less  bright 
indeed  than  her  elder  day,  but  still  at  least  a  worthy  old  age 
for  such  a  youth.  And  it  was  the  more  true  and  vigorous 
because  it  was  no  mere  superficial  restoration,  but  a 
developement  really  fitted  to  the  political  circumstances  of 
the  age.  With  this  period  Italy  has  nothing  to  compare, 
unless  we  may  venture  to  see  in  the  successful  working  of 
constitutional  government  in  Piedmont  at  the  present 
moment,  a  harbinger  of  still  brighter  days  for  Italy  than 
those  of  federal  liberty  in  Greece.* 

By  one  of  those  strange  cycles  which  are  often  found  in 
history,  the  last  people  who  kept  up  the  glory  of  the  Grecian 
name  were  the  people  who  first  came  forth  into  historic  being 
from  the  darkness  of  the  old  prse-historic  time.  It  was  as 
Achaians  that  the  Greeks  gathered  round  the  walls  of  Ilios  ; 
it  was  as  Achaians  that  they  fell  beneath  the  tardy  vengeance 
of  a  people  whose  boast  it  was  to  trace  their  origin  to  Ilios 
as  their  first  home.  The  cities  of  Perikles  and  Epameinondas 
had  sunk  into  utter  insignificance  ;  the  Sparta  of  Lykourgos 
had  indeed  done  a  work  worthy  of  her  old  fame  when  she  drove 
*  [Cf.  the  note  on  p.  52.] 
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back  the  hero  of  Epeiros  from  her  gates  ;  but  it  was  the  last 
work  of  the  Sparta  of  Lykonrgos ;  as  the  city  of  the  Hera- 
kleids  she  had  still  to  run  a  short  course  of  glory,  but  as  the 
city  of  the  Dorian  she  was  no  more.  Achaia,  a  land  which 
had  lived  on  through  Persian,  Peloponnesian,  and  Mace- 
donian warfare,  perhaps  at  once  the  most  respectable  and 
the  most  insignificant  part  of  proper  Greece,  now  becomes 
the  field  for  this  second  crop  of  Grecian  freedom  and  dignity, 
though  it  must  be  confessed  that  the  harvest  was  for  the 
most  part  reaped  for  her  by  generals  and  statesmen  who 
were  Achaians  only  by  adoption. 

The  great  value  of  the  Achaian  League  to  the  student  of 
history  comes  from  its  being  the  best  known  example  of  tlie 
ancient  Federal  constitutions,  indeed  the  only  genuine  con- 
federation of  equal  cities  which  ever  rose  to  much  importance 
in  Greece  itself.*  Mr.  Grote  has  fully  set  forth  how  deeply 
the  pervading  notion  of  the  '  autonomous  city  '  was  rooted  in 
the  Grecian  mind  ;  in  truth,  the  more  highly  developed  and 
civilized  a  Grecian  state  was,  the  more  strongly  did  it  cleave 
to  its  separate  independence,  the  more  it  shrank  from  Fed- 
eral relations  with  any  other.  It  might  find  it  expedient  or 
needful  to  acknowledge,  to  a  certain  extent,  the  external 
supremacy,  the  rj'yeixovLa,  of  some  ruling  city,  but  no  Grecian 
town  in  historic  times  willingly  consented  to  sink  its  sepa- 
rate being  in  any  general  confederacy.     This  is  the  more  to 

*  Hellenic  cities  beyond  the  bounds  of  proper  Greece  seem  to  have  Lad 
far  less  dislike  to  Federal  relations,  doubtless  because,  as  strangers  scattered 
in  a  foreign  land,  they  often  found  it  needful  to  join  together  against 
powerful  barbarian  neighbours.  Thus  we  find  several  confederations,  more 
or  less  close,  among  the  Hellenic  and  hellenized  states  in  Asia  Minor. 
There  was  also  the  great  Olynthian  Confederacy,  of  which  Mr.  Grote  has 
given  so  clear  an  account,  and  whose  forcible  suppression  was  one  of  the 
most  crying  sins  of  Spartan  ascendency.  But  here  there  was  one  pre- 
dominant city,  which  at  once  distinguishes  it  from  our  Achaian  state. 

[On  the  Olynthian  Confederacy  see  History  of  Federal  Government,  i. 
190-197.  Later  thoughts  on  the  matter  carried  me  further  away  from 
Mr.  Grote's  view  of  the  constitution  of  the  Confedei-acy.  But  none  the 
less  thanks  are  owing  to  him  for  first  bringing  out  the  Olynthian  scheme 
into  its  fitting  prominence.] 

E   2 
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be  noted,  because  several  phsenomena  are  found  which  at  first 
sight  look  very  like  such  an  union,  but  which  at  all  events 
diifer  very  widely  from  its  fully  developed  Achaian  form. 

A  Federal  union  of  the  whole  nation  was  a  thing  which 
was  never  thought  of ;  the  Amphiktyonic  Council  has  often 
been  mistaken  for  such  an  one ;  but  such  an  opinion  is  now 
thoroughly  thrown  aside  by  scholars.     In  fact,  the  existence 
of  the  Amphiktyonic  Council  tells  the  other  way ;  without 
being  really  a  Federal  union,  it  came  near  enough  to  such  an 
union  to  have  suggested  the  idea,  and  to  have  formed  the 
2:erm  of  such  an  institution,  had  the  want  of  it  been  at  all 
felt  by  the  Greek  mind.     If  indeed  the  Council  had  ever 
taken  such  a  character  on  itself,  its  first  act  must  certainly 
have  been  to  pass  a  Reform  Bill,  as  its  constitution  was 
strikingly  like  that  of  the  House  of  Commons  up  to  1832. 
The  Malians  and  Phthiotic  Achaians,  'rotten'  states,  in 
which  the  Tagos  of  Thessaly  'enjoyed,'  according  to  the 
modern  euphemism,    '  considerable   influence,'   must    have 
gone  the  way  of  Gatton  and  Old  Sarum,     In  like  manner, 
the    same   principle   which   gave   parliamentary   being   to 
Birmingham  and  Manchester  must  have  given  distinct  votes 
to  Sparta,  Corinth,  and  Argos,  and  the  system  which  gave 
an  enlarged  representation  to  the  English  counties  might 
even  have  bestowed  the  Amphiktyonic  franchise  upon  the 
enlightened  and  independent  freeholders  of  Arkadia.      In 
truth,  the  one  fact  that  the  Amphiktyonic  votes  were  reck- 
oned by  tribes,  and  not  by  cities,  at  once  shuts  it  out  from 
our  present  comparison,  and  shows  it  to  be  a  mere  vestige 
of  a  bygone  state  of  things,  alien  to  the  common  tendency 
of  Grecian  feeling  in  its  best  days.     In  truth,  '  the  shadow 
at  Delphi  '*  hardly  pretended  to  any  political  functions  at 
all,  till  it  suited  the  policy  of  Thebes  and  of  Philip  to  push 
it  into  a  factitious  importance. 

The  other  confederations  which  meet  our  notice  among 
the  Grecian  states  may  well  have  suggested  ideas  to  the 

*    OiiKOVV  fiirjOfS  Kai.KOij.18^  (r)(eT\i.ov  ....   npos  7rdvTas7ref)\  Trjs  ev  AeX- 
(f)o'is  a-Kias  pvv\  noXe^rjarai ;  Dem.  de  Pace,  ad  fin. 
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founders  of  the  League,  but  none  of  them,  not  even  the 
Arkadian  League  under  Lykoniedes,so  thoroughly  forestalled 
it  as  to  show,  in  actual  and  lasting  working,  a  combination 
of  many  equal  cities  united,  for  all  external  jnirposes,  into 
one  indivisible  Federal  republic.  The  League  stands  dis- 
tinguished, alike  from  mere  alliances,  however  close  they 
may  be  made  by  traditional  sentiment — from  combinations 
of  cities  which,  like  that  of  Boeotia,  acknowledge  a  greater 
or  less  degree  of  supremacy  in  some  leading  state — and 
from  those  irregular  unions  among  the  less  developed 
branches  of  the  Greek  nation,  which  were  confederations 
of  tribes  rather  than  of  cities.  The  ^tolians,  Akarna- 
nians,  and  the  like,  never  reached  the  full  developement  of 
Greek  city  life.  One  of  these  unions,  that  of  the  brigands 
of  ^Etolia,  attained  a  strange  and  unnatural  amount  of 
power  during  the  times  we  are  now  considering  ;  but  every 
recorded  act  of  that  confederation  only  shows  how  utterly 
incapable  it  was  of  exercising  political  power,  and  in  truth 
its  reckless  conduct  brought  about  the  final  ruin  of  Greece.* 
Unlike  all  these,  the  Achaian  League  was,  in  the  strictest 
sense,  a  confederation  of  cities  united  on  equal  terms.  The 
cities  of  the  original  Achaia,  which  formed  its  kernel,  seem 
to  have  been  united  in  the  same  kind  of  way  before  the 
Macedonian  times.  These  therefore  did  little  more  than 
restore  an  old  connexion  on  still  closer  terms ;  but  all  the 
historical  importance  of  the  League  was  owing  to  its  non- 
Achaian  members,  Sikyon,  Corinth,  and  Megalopolis.  For 
all  external  purposes  the  united  cities  formed  one  state ;  no 
single  city  could  treat  with  a  foreign  power,  still  less  could 
it  make  war  upon  any  other  member  of  the  League.  But  the 
several  towns  still  kept  much  more  than  a  mere  municipal 
being,  as  is  shown  by  the  very  fact  that  it  was  needful  to 

*  [This  is  tiTie;  but  the  mere  constitutional  forms  of  the  ^tolian 
League  differed  very  little  from  those  of  Achaia. 

The  Akarnanian  League  on  the  other  hand,  though  always  secondary  in 
ix)int  of  power,  was  of  all  Greek  commonwealths  the  most  upright  in  its 
ix)licy  and  the  most  faithful  to  its  engagements.] 
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forbid  diplomatic  intercourse  with  foreign  powers.  Still,  it  is 
clear  that  the  general  tendency  of  the  League  was  towards 
a  far  closer  union,  even  in  internal  matters,  than  Greece 
had  ever  before  witnessed  among  distinct  cities.  In  the 
end  Polybios  could  boast,  with  only  a  slight  exaggeration, 
that  all  Peloponnesos  was  united  under  the  same  govern- 
ment and  the  same  laws.  Any  tendency  to  separation 
seems,  unless  when  stirred  up  by  foreign  intrigues,  to  have 
been  wholly  confined  to  those  cities  which,  like  Sparta  and 
Messene,  had  been  unwillingly  incorporated  with  the  League, 
and  which  therefore  added  nothing  to  its  real  strength. 

The  constitution  of  the  League  was  professedly  democra- 
tic :  and  herein  it  affords  us  a  great  political  lesson,  as  the 
first  instance  in  Greece  of  a  democratic  government  on  so 
large  a  scale.  Now  this  mere  fact  of  its  extent,  to  say 
nothing  of  any  unlikeness  in  the  characters  of  the  two 
nations,  at  once  brought  with  it  most  important  differences 
in  the  Achaian  democracy,  as  compared  with  the  typical  de- 
mocracy of  Athens.*  In  the  new  state  the  purely  democratic 
ideal  had  to  be  greatly  modified.  Every  free  Achaian  of 
full  age,  no  less  than  every  free  Athenian,  might  attend  and 
speak  in  the  sovereign  Assembly  of  his  country  ;  but  then 
that  Assembly  was  not  held  weekly  at  his  own  doors,  but 
twice  a  year  in  a  distant  city.  Such  a  franchise  could  have 
but  little  attraction  for  any  but  the  high-born  and  wealthy, 
who  alone  could  afford  the  cost  of  the  journey,  and  Avho 
alone  would  be  likely  to  be  listened  to  when  the  Assembly 
met.  Again,  such  a  franchise,  the  exercise  of  which  came 
so  seldom,  could  of  itself  have  given  but  little  political 
education  ;  and,  though  each  citizen  had  his  share  in  the  in- 
ternal management  of  his  own  town,  yet  a  vote  in  the  petty 
local  affairs  of  Dyme  or  Tritaia  must  have  been  a  very 
different  thing  from  a  voice  in  the  direction  of  the  vast  and 
complicated  relations  of  a  ruling  city  like  Athens.  As  the 
meetings  of  the  Assembly  were  so  rare,  the  powers  of  in- 

*  [A  picture  of  the  Athenian  Democracy  which  followed  here  I  have 
transferred  to  the  Essay  s]icclally  devoted  to  that  .subject.] 


Vr.]  MACEDONIAN  PERIOD.  247 

dividual  magistrates  were  necessarily  far  greater  than  could 
liave  been  endured  under  the  Athenian  system  ;  and  here  it 
is  perhaps  that  we  find  the  most  marked  difference  bet.weea 
the  two  constitutions.  At  Athens,  as  we  have  seen,  Demos 
himself  was  the  real  executive  power  ;  magistrates  were  the 
mere  ministerial  instruments  of  liis  sovereign  will.  But  the 
Achaian  Assembly  took  up  only  six  days  in  its  two  ordinary 
sessions ;  therefore,  when  no  extraordinary  Assembly  liappened 
to  be  summoned,  the  sovereign  authority  was  suspended  for 
three  hundred  and  fifty-three  days  in  each  year,  during  which 
time  the  executive  power  had  to  be  lodged  somewhere.  The 
natural  result  was  a  far  nearer  approach  than  Athens  ever 
beheld  to  the  system  of  modern  commonwealths,  monarchical 
or  republican.  We  find  foreshadowings  by  no  means  dim 
of  a  Council  of  Ministers  and  of  a  President  of  the  Kepublic. 
There  was  a  Senate  which  held  far  greater  authority,  and 
was  far  more  independent  of  the  Assembly,  than  the  mere 
Committee  of  Five  Hundred  at  Athens  ;  there  was  a  Cabinet 
of  ten  Demiourgoi,  a  body  which  Demos  would  never  have 
borne;  lastly,  the  Republic  had  a  'single  person'  at  its 
head.  For  the  two  generals  whom  the  League  in  its  first 
form  chose  year  by  year  a  single  one  was  afterwards  sub- 
stituted, who  was  indeed  appointed  by  annual  election,  but 
who,  during  his  year  of  office,  held  a  position  such  as  no 
Athenian  had  ever  held  since  the  decennial  Archons  came  to 
an  end.  During  his  time  of  office  he  was  clearly  the  very  soul 
of  the  state.*  Not  indeed  that  Aratos  exercised  a  greater 
practical  authority  than  Perikles  ;  but,  while  the  Athenian, 
a  single  citizen  to  whom  the  other  citizens  habitually  looked 
for  wise  counsels,  owed  all  his  influence  to  his  personal 
qualities,  the  Sikyonian  stood  before  his  countrymen  with 
all  the  weight  of  official  position,  like  a  Premier  or  President 
of  our  own  day.  We  do  not  indeed  find  that  any  Achaian 
General  ever  showed  any  wish  to  change  his  elective  and 
temporary  magistracy  into  a  hereditary  empire,  or  even 
into  a  consulate  for  life  ;  but  his  place  was  a  place  of  dignity 
*  Sec  Thirlwal],  viii.  93. 
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enough  to  lead  more  than  one  well-disposed  Tyrant  to  lay 
aside  his  sovereignty  and  to  unite  his  city  to  the  League.* 
Lydiadas  doubtless  enjoyed  a  far  greater  personal  influence 
over  general  Greek  politics  as  the  elective  magistrate  of  the 
Achaian  democracy  than  he  had  ever  wielded  as  irresponsible 
despot  of  the  single  city  of  Megalopolis. 

It  is  clear  that,  where  there  was  a  President  and  Cabinet, 
as  we  may  fairly  call  them,  of  such  a  kind,  the  whole  executive 
power  must  have  been  lodged  in  their  hands,  and  that,  even 
without  formal  enactments  to  that  effect,  they  must  have  held  a 
practical  initiative  in  the  Assembly  at  least  as  fully  as  a  modern 
Ministry  holds  it.  Moreover  the  right  of  individual  citizens 
to  make  proposals  in  the  Assembly  was  very  narrowly  restricted 
by  law ;  a  precaution  which  was  perhaps  not  needless  in  a 
session  of  three  days.  The  real  business  of  the  Assembly  was 
to  choose  the  magistrates,  and  to  say  Yea  or  Nay  to  their 
proposals.  After  the  somewhat  unfair  monopoly  which  Aratos 
so  long  enjoyed  had  come  to  an  end,  it  was  clearly  in  the 
election  of  the  General  that  the  parliamentary  warfare  of 
the  League  found  its  fullest  scope.  We  often  find  the  policy 
of  the  Kepublic  fluctuating  from  year  to  year,  according  as 
one  party  or  another  had  succeeded  in  placing  its  leader  at 
the  head  of  the  state.  Each  election  might,  in  fact,  bring- 
on  Avhat  we  should  call  a  change  of  Ministry ;  but  to  the 
grand  device  of  constitutional  monarchies  Achaia  never 
reached.  Every  year  the  Ministry  and  its  policy  were  put 
in  jeopardy ;  but,  when  that  ordeal  was  past,  they  were  safe 
for  another  twelvemonth.  Achaia  had  not  hit  upon  our 
happy  plan  by  which  the  executive  power  is  held  at  the 
silent  pleasure  of  the  Legislature,  by  which  the  real  rulers 
may  be  kept  on  for  an  indefinite  time,  or  may  be  sent  away 
at  a  moment's  notice,  according  as  they  behave  themselves.! 

*  Sec  Polyb.  ii.  41,  44. 

•j-  [The  result  of  the  general  elections  of  1868  and  1874  showed  that, 
under  the  English  constitution,  this  ])ower  can  on  occasion  be  exorcised, 
not  only  by  the  House  of  Commons,  but  by  the  people  themselves  in  their 
polling-booths.] 
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These  parliamentary  functions  were  probably  discharged  by 
a  few  of  the  leading  men  of  each  city,  together  with  a  some- 
what undue  proportion  of  the  inhabitants  of  Aigion.  Though, 
under  the  Achaian  constitution,  the  presence  of  any  dispro- 
portioned  number  of  citizens  of  a  particular  town  had  no  direct 
effect  on  the  reckoning  of  the  votes,  still  the  men  of  Aigion 
must  have  had  an  unfair  monopoly  as  long  as  the  Assembly 
was  invariably  held  in  their  city.  Philopoimcn  acted  like  a 
truly  liberal  statesman  when  he  procured  that  its  meetings 
should  be  held  in  each  city  of  the  League  in  turn.  But  so 
long  as  the  place  of  meeting  was  confined  to  any  one  city, 
Aigion,  as  one  of  the  less  considerable  members  of  the  Con- 
federation, was  a  good  choice  ;  had  the  Assembly  been  always 
held  at  Corinth  or  Megalopolis,  one  can  fancy  that  some 
pretension  to  supremacy  on  the  part  of  those  great  cities 
might  have  gradually  arisen. 

The  practical  working  of  such  a  system  was  doubtless  that 
of  a  mild  and  liberal  aristocracy,*  which,  existing  solely  on 
sufferance,  could  not  venture  upon  tyrannical  or  unpopular 
measures.  The  material  well-being  of  the  people  may  have 
been  equal  to  that  of  Attica  in  its  best  days,  but  for  the 
intense  vigour  of  Athenian  political  and  intellectual  life  there 
was  no  room.  The  individual  Achaian  was  a  free  citizen, 
and  not  the  slave  of  a  Tyrant  or  of  an  oligarchy  ;  but 
he  was  not  himself  Minister,  Senator,  and  Judge,  in  the 
same  way  as  a  member  of  the  typical  Democracy.  His  per- 
sonal happiness,  as  far  as  human  laws  can  secure  it,  may 
have  been  equally  great,  and  his  political  life  was  certainly 
more  peaceful ;  but  he  could  not,  by  the  hand  which  he 
held  up  or  by  the  bean  which  he  dropped,  exercise  a  con- 
scious influence  over  the  greatest  questions  of  his  own  age, 
and  an  unconscious  one  over  those  of  all  the  ages  that  were 
to  come. 

One  more  remark  must  be  made.  The  votes  in  the 
Assembly  were  not  counted  by  heads,  but  by  cities.  Whether 
one  Corinthian  or  a  thousand  were  present,  Corinth  had  one 

*  [Arisiocraxi/  in  the  strictest  scuse  ;  not  its  counterfeit  olluarchij.l 
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vote,  and  no  more.  Here,  as  Niebulir  justly  says,  lay  the 
great  fault  of  the  constitution,  that  great  cities  like  Argos 
and  Corinth  had  no  greater  weight  in  the  councils  of  the 
united  nation  than  the  petty  towns  of  the  original  Achaia. 
Had  any  proportion  of  this  kind  been  observed,  as  it  after- 
wards was  in  the  Lykian  Confederation,  the  constitution 
would  have  been  very  nearly  a  representative  one  ;  and, 
in  such  a  case,  the  final  step  could  hardly  have  been 
delayed ;  each  city  would  have  soon  come  to  send  just  as 
many  deputies  as  it  had  votes  in  the  Assembly.* 

But  while  the  great  political  phsenomeuon  of  the  League 
is  certainly  the  first  object  of  attraction  in  later  Grecian 
history,  there  are  not  wanting  others  of  no  small  importance. 
The  history  of  the  Macedonian  monarchy  is  in  itself  one  of 
high  interest.  A  small  nation,  of  uncertain  origin  in  its  first 
beginnings,  gradually  swells  into  a  civilized  kingdom  ;  under 

*  [I  am  not  sure  tLat,  when  I  wrote  this,  or  even  when  I  wrote  what  I 
said  upon  the  same  matter  in  the  History  of  Federal  Government,  i.  273, 
274,  I  fully  understood  that  in  a  perfect  Federal  constitution  it  is  needful 
to  have  two  Houses,  one  of  which  represents  the  sovereignty  of  the  united 
nation,  and  in  which  the  vote  to  he  taken  is  that  of  the  majority  of  the 
whole  people  or  their  representatives,  while  the  other  House  represents  the 
separate  sovereignty  of  the  several  Cantons,  and  must  give  an  equal  voice 
to  each  Canton,  great  or  small.  This  object  is  gained  in  the  United  States 
by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives,  as  distinct  and  equal  branches 
of  the  Federal  legislature.  In  Switzerland  it  is  gained,  not  only  by 
the  same  constitution  of  the  Federal  legislature,  the  Stdnderath  and 
Nationalrath  answering  to  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives,  but 
also  by  the  distinct  votes  of  the  Cantons  and  of  the  People  which  are  taken 
in  the  case  of  a  constitutional  amendment.  No  arrangement  of  votes  in  a 
sino-le  assembly,  whether  primary  or  representative,  can  in  the  same  way 
five  their  due  weight  to  each  of  the  two  elements  of  that  divided  sover- 
eignty which  is  the  essence  of  a  Federal  state.  But  there  is  no  need  to 
blame  either  the  Achaian  or  the  Lykian  Confederation  for  not  at  once 
rising  to  the  latest  refinements  of  modern  political  science.  We  must 
always  remember  that  in  all  these  commonwealths  representation  was  un- 
known, though,  as  specially  in  the  case  of  the  Lykian  League,  they  often 
trembled  on  the  very  verge  of  it.  And  in  Greece  at  least,  the  coordinate 
power  of  two  legislative  chambers  was  altogether  unknown,  though  some- 
thing like  it  may  be  seen  in  the  relations  between  the  Senate  and  the 
Popular  Assembly  in  the  best  days  of  Rome.] 
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several  energetic  princes  it  becomes  Greek  and  the  ruling 
state  of  Greece  ;  it  overtlirows  the  throne  of  Cyrus,  and  for  a 
while  tlie  single  realm  of  Macedon  stretches  from  the  Hadri- 
atic  to  the  Hyphasis.  Such  an  empire  as  this  could  not  be 
lasting  ;  but  the  Macedonian  race  gave  rulers  and  a  lasting 
civilization  to  vast  regions  of  the  East,  and  the  kingdom  of 
Macedonia  itself  kept  its  place  as  the  leading  power  of 
Greece,  the  dreaded  rival  of  Rome.  This  is  hardly  the 
history  of  so  worthless  a  people  as  Niebuhr,  and  even  Thirl- 
wal],  seems  to  deem  them.  We  cannot  go  along  witli 
Niebuhr  in  the  way  in  which  he  identifies  the  Macedonian 
royalty  with  that  of  Eastern  kingdoms.  It  is  more  like  an 
irregular  mediaeval  monarchy,  which,  under  a  weak  prince, 
sank  into  mere  anarchy,  while  an  able  and  popular  prince 
had  everything  his  own  way.  The  Macedonian  government 
was  indeed  essentially  monarchical ;  there  was  no  formal 
constitution,  and  probably  few  or  no  written  laws ;  the 
absence  of  a  Legislative  Assembly  is  expressly  asserted  by 
Polybios ;  *  and  Demosthenes  witnesses  that  the  personal 
agency  of  the  King  himself  w^as  the  primary  moving  power 
of  everything,!  contrasting  Macedonia  on  this  point  with 
the  republican  governments  of  Greece.  Still  the  Mace- 
donians were  clearly  anything  but  slaves  like  the  Asiatics  ; 
though  political  liberty  may  have  had  no  settled  being, 

*  xxxi.  12.    'M.aK.ebovas  arjdeis  ovras  8r]noKpaTiKris  kol  avve8piaKj]s  TToXiTeias. 

[I  perhaps  inferred  too  mucli  from  this  passage,  which  relates  to  the 
difficulties  which  the  Macedonians  felt  in  adapting  themselves  to  the  con- 
stitutions of  the  four  commonwealths  into  which  Macedonia  was  divided 
by  the  Romans  after  the  fall  of  Perseus.  We  do  not  know  exactly  what 
the  constitutions  of  these  four  states  were,  but  their  citizens  may  well 
have  been  puzzled  how  to  supply  the  loss  of  the  old  familiar  kingship. 
As  for  the  Macedonian  Assemblies  in  earlier  times,  we  are  of  course  not  to 
suppose  that  they  met  as  regularly  as  the  Assemblies  of  Athens  or  Achaia, 
and  they  were  doubtless  far  less  orderly  when  they  did  meet.  But  it  is 
plain  that  they  were  called  together  on  occasion  both  for  judicial  and  other 
purposes.  Of  course  in  such  a  state  of  society  the  army  was  the  Assembly 
and  the  Assembly  was  the  army,  just  as  it  was  in  the  heroic  days  of 
Greece,  the  institutions  of  which  went  on  in  Macedonia  after  they  had 
died  away  in  Greece  itself.] 

t  Phil.  iii.  59,  60. 
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there  were  certain  barriers  of  civil  liberty  which  the  King 
could  not  venture  to  overpass.  There  was  evidently  some- 
thing answering  to  trial  by  jury  ;  Alexander,  in  the  height 
of  his  conquests,  did  not  venture  to  put  a  free  Macedonian 
to  death  in  the  way  of  public  justice,  till  he  had  been  brought 
before  the  judgement  of  his  peers.  Again,  the  Asiatic  pomp, 
both  of  Alexander  himself  and  afterwards  of  Demetrios,  is 
expressly  said  to  have  offended  a  people  who  were  used  to 
very  different  treatment  at  the  hands  of  their  rulers.  The 
mere  existence  of  a  Macedonian  monarchy  is  in  itself  a 
remarkable  phsenomenon,  as  no  other  civilized  European 
state,  save  the  neighbouring  land  of  Epeiros,  so  long  kept  on 
the  ancient  kingship.  Macedonia,  and  Epeiros  also,  till  a 
democratic  revolution  cut  off  the  line  of  Pyrrhos,  look  like 
continuations,  on  a  larger  scale,  of  the  old  heroic  monarchies 
which  in  Greece  and  Italy  were  done  away  with  at  a  much 
earlier  time. 

We  see  then  that,  even  in  a  political  point  of  view,  Mace- 
donia is  far  from  being  an  utterly  barren  subject,  while,  when 
looked  at  as  a  matter  of  ethnology,  it  is  of  the  very  highest 
interest.  We  will  not  however  now  enter  on  the  question  of 
the  exact  amount  of  national  kindred  between  Greeks  and 
Macedonians,  a  subject  which  involves  the  whole  Pelasgian 
controversy,  and  which  cannot  be  settled  without  a  full 
examination  of  all  the  ethnological  phsenomena  of  Greece, 
Italy,  and  Lesser  Asia.  We  will  at  present  only  express  our 
belief  that  the  Macedonians  were  a  branch  of  that  great 
Pelasgian  family — using  the  word  in  what  we  take  to  be 
Niebuhr's  sense  of  it — which  spread  over  all  those  countries.* 
That  barbarian,  especially  lUyrian,  elements  were  largely 
intermingled  in  the  Macedonian  nationality  is  perfectly 
clear ;  but   it  is  to  our  mind  no  less  clear  that  the  main 

*  [The  Pelasgians  are  better  left  untouched — ro  HeXaayiKov  dpyov  ci^eivov. 
But  I  fully  believe  in  the  close  connexion  of  all  these  nations  with  the 
Greeks.  The  researches  of  Curtius  and  Hahn  have  made  it  probable  that 
we  must  draw  a  wider  circle  again,  and  take  in  Thracians,  Illyrians,  and 
Phrygians,  as  mure  distant  kinsmen.] 
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aspect  of  tlic  Macedonian  people  is,  like  that  of  the  Sikels, 
the  Epcirots,  even  of  the  Lykians  and  Karians,  one  of  a 
quasi-Gveek  character.  Their  language  was  not  Greek ; 
therefore  in  the  Greek  sense  it  was  barbarous ;  but  it  was 
clearly  akin  to  Greek,*  in  the  same  way  as  the  diff(;rent 
Teutonic  tongues  are  akin  to  one  another.  The  whole  region 
which  we  have  spoken  of  is  clearly  marked  by  the  recurrence 
of  similar  local  names  in  widely  different  districts,  by  a 
similar  style  of  primaeval  architecture  f  and  by  the  singular 
ease  with  which  all  its  inhabitants  adopted  the  fully  de- 
veloped Hellenic  language  and  civilization. 

The  only  other  Greek  state  of  any  note  during  the  Mace- 
donian period  was  Sparta.  The  later  history  of  this  once 
ruling  city  is  highly  important  in  a  political  point  of  view, 
and  it  is  interesting,  far  beyond  that  of  any  contemporary 
state,  in  the  pictures  which  it  gives  us  of  personal  character 
and  adventure.  Macedonia,  after  Alexander,  gives  us, 
unless  we  may  venture  to  put  in  a  word  for  Demetrios,  no 
character  which  really  calls  forth  our  interest;  Antigonos 
Doson  was  certainly  a  good  king,  but  we  know  compara- 
tively little  about  him,  and  there  is  nothing  specially  attrac- 
tive in  what  we  do  know.  Even  the  chiefs  of  the  League 
are  not  men  to  awaken  much  enthusiasm  on  their  behalf. 
The  character  of  Aratos  was  always  stained  by  many  weak- 
nesses, and  towards  the  close  of  his  life  it  assumed  a  deeper 
dye  ;  of  the  gallant  Lydiadas  we  know  less  than  we  could 
desire ;  even  the  brave,  prudent,  and  honest  Philopoimen 
is,  after  all,  a  hero  of  a  somewhat  dull  order.  But  far 
different  is  the  case  when  we  have  to  tell  how  the  gallant, 
unselfish,  enthusiastic,  Agis  won  the  glory  of  the  martyr  in 
the  noblest  but  most  hopeless  of  causes,  and  how  his  mantle 
fell  upon  an  abler,  though  a  less  pure,  successor.     Here,  for 

*  See  Miiller's  Dorians,  i.  3,  486. 

t  [Since  the  prcacliing  of  Mr.  Tylor's  science,  whatever  it  is  to  be  called, 
this  argument  does  not  prove  very  much  ;  but  it  is  none  the  less  curious 
to  trace  the  various  strivings  after  the  arch  both  iu  Greece  and  in  Italy.] 
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once,  we  may  turn  with  pleasure  from  the  prejudiced  nar- 
rative of  Polybios  to  the  picture  given  us  by  Plutarch  of 
the  happy  union  of  kingly  virtues  with  every  amiable  quality 
of  domestic  life.  Nowhere  either  in  Greek  or  in  any  other 
history  can  we  find  a  character  more  fitted  to  call  forth  our 
sympathies  than  the  heroic  wife  of  the  two  last  Herakleids ; 
nowhere  are  more  touching  scenes  recorded  than  the  martyr- 
dom of  Agesistrata  by  the  side  of  lier  slaughtered  son,  or  the 
parting  of  Kleomenes  from  his  mother  in  the  temple  of 
Poseidon,  parent  and  child  alike  ready  to  sacrifice  all  for  the 
good  of  Sparta.  There  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  the  design 
of  Kleomenes  would  have  borne  lasting  fruit,  but  for  the 
envious  treason  with  which  Aratos  stained  the  glory  of  his 
earlier  exploits.  Agis  perished,  because  he  undertook  the 
hopeless  task  of  restoring  a  state  of  things  which  had  for 
ever  passed  away ;  Kleomenes,  a  keener  and  less  scrupulous 
statesman,  adapted  himself  to  the  circumstances  of  the  time. 
The  Dorian  element  was  dying  out  in  Sparta,  just  as  the 
Norman  and  Frankish  elements  died  out  in  England  and 
France.*  Sparta  was  again  Achaian,  as  France  again  became 
Celtic,  and  England  again  became  Teutonic.  The  only 
difference  was  that  at  Sparta  formal  barriers  had  to  be  got 
rid  of,  while  in  the  other  cases  the  silent  working  of  time 
has  been  enough.  Kleomenes,  a  Herakleid  prince  of  the 
old  Achaian  blood,  had  no  sympathy  with  Dorian  oligarchs. 
He  became  the  true  leader  of  the  people.  He  swept  away, 
by  his  unscrupulous  energy,  distinctions  which  had  outlived 
their  purpose,  and  set  up  again  the  throne  of  Tyndareos 
rather  than  the  throne  of  Agesilaos.  That  Aratos  could  not 
bear  the  glory  of  such  a  rival ;  that,  rather  than  submit  to 
a  cordial  and  equal  alliance  with  the  Spartan  King,  he  chose 
to  undo  his  own  work,  and  to  hand  over  the  Greece  that  he 
had  freed  to  the  grasp  of  a  Macedonian  ruler,  is  one  of  the 
most  painful  instances  on  record  of  the  follies  and  crimes  of 

*  [That  is,  in  '  Francia  Latina'  in  the  strict  sense.  South  of  the  Loire 
there  were  no  Frauldsh,  though  there  may  have  been  Gothic,  elements  to 
die  out.] 
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otherwise  illustrious  men.  Sparta  and  the  League  cordially 
allied, — an  union  closer  than  alliance  they  could  hardly 
have  made, — miglit  have  braved  the  power  of  Antigonos 
and  Philip,  and  miglit  perhaps  have  put  off  for  some  genera- 
tions the  fated  absorption  of  all  in  the  vast  ocean  of  Eoman 
conquest. 

But  time  would  fail  us  to  tell  of  Laconian  heroism  and 
Achaian  treason,  of  Eoman  diplomacy  and  iEtolian  rashness. 
"VVe  must  forbear  to  speak  of  the  days  when,  at  Kynoskephale 
and  Pydna,  the  shield  and  the  sarissa  which  had  borne 
the  literature  and  civilization  of  Greece  into  the  wilds  of 
Scythia  and  the  burning  plains  of  Hindostan  were  them- 
selves doomed  to  fall  before  the  mightier  onslaught  of 

'  the  good  weapons 
That  keep  the  war-God's  laud.' 

We  have  yet  to  see  the  successor  of  Philip  and  Alexander 
toiling  his  weary  way,  as  a  dishonoured  captive,  along  the 
bellowing  forum  and  the  suppliant's  grove ;  we  have  yet 
to  witness  the  last  throes  of  G-recian  freedom,  disgraced  as 
they  were  by  the  rashness  and  selfishness  of  a  Diaios  and  a 
Kritolaos,  but  still  calling  on  us  to  let  fall  a  tear  over  the 
last  day  of  plundered  and  burning  Corinth.  But  we  stop,  how- 
ever much  against  our  will,  throwing  ourselves  in  full  con- 
fidence upon  the  judgement  of  our  readers,  and  looking  for 
their  favourable  verdict  in  the  cause  which  we  have  striven 
to  maintain — that  of  the  high  interest  and  value  of  Grecian 
history  in  all  its  stages,  even  down  to  the  latest  and  saddest 
days  of  all. 
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There  is  no  subject  on  which  the  growth  of  modern  scien- 
tific research  has  thrown  more  light  than  on  the  prae-historic 
times  of  the  city  of  Rome.  There  is  no  better  field  for  the 
careful  application  of  the  comparative  method.  By  bringing 
that  method  to  bear  on  the  legends  and  traditions  of  the  early 

*  [This  was  the  only  volume  of  Mr.  Parker's  work  which  had  apjicaretl 
when  this  Essay  was  written.  I  have  struck  out  the  minute  criticism 
which  any  scholar  can  supply  for  himself.  But  1  did  not  think  it  needful 
to  strike  out  all  mention  of  a  work  from  which,  with  all  its  eccentricities, 
much  may  be  learned.     1879.] 
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days  of  the  city,  by  comparing  thorn  with  the  evidence 
supplied  by  tlie  natural  features  of  the  spot  and  by  the  still 
existing-  remains  of  man's  primitive  works,  wo  are  enabled  to 
call  up  a  picture  of  tlie  first  beginnings  and  the  early  growth 
of  the  city.  Such  a  picture  stands  apart,  alike  from  blind 
acceptance  of  the  legendary  story,  from  the  arbitrary  sub- 
stitution of  something  of  our  own  devising  in  its  place,  and 
from  that  extreme  sceptical  view  which  holds  that,  till  we 
have  contemporary  written  evidence,  all  is  darkness.  If  we 
are  satisfied  with  the  amount  of  knowledge  which  is  really  to 
be  had,  if  we  think  it  enough  to  recover  successive  states  of 
things  in  their  proper  order,  without  names  and  exact  dates 
— if  we  are  content  to  do  without  personal  characters  and 
personal  adventures — we  shall  really  find  our  prse-historic 
chronicle  by  no  means  meagre.  The  history  of  Rome,  bound- 
less as  it  is,  is  a  history  whose  leading  features  may  be  easily 
summed  up.  It  is  the  history  of  a  city,  of  a  ruling  city,  of 
an  incorporating  city.  It  is  the  history  of  a  city;  for  the 
local  Rome  was  always  more  than  a  mere  capital ;  it  was 
the  hearth  and  home  of  the  Roman  state,  and,  when  equal 
privileges  were  granted  to  all  the  inhabitants  of  the  Roman 
world,  it  was  the  franchise  of  the  local  Roman  city  which 
was  granted  to  them.  It  was,  in  short,  as  if  Rome  herself, 
the  local  city,  had  spread  herself  over  the  whole  extent  of 
her  dominion.  Rome  was  thus,  above  all  other  cities,  the 
ruling  and  the  incorporating  city ;  no  other  city  bore  rule 
over  so  wide  a  dominion  and  for  so  long  a  time,  because  no 
other  ruling  city  was  equally  ready  to  bestow  her  own 
franchise  upon  her  allies  and  subjects.  Now  there  is  no 
feature  in  her  history  which  is  more  clearly  brought  out  than 
this,  when  we  come  to  compare  Rome  herself  with  her  earliest 
traditions  and  legends.  Her  sj)ecial  character,  not  merely  as 
the  ruling  city  but  as  the  incorporating  city,  is  a  character 
which  she  had  "from  the  beginning  ;  it  is  a  character  which 
is  impressed  upon  her  as  a  necessity  by  the  hand  of  nature. 
There  are  other  cities  whose  sites  are  more  lordly,  which 
strike  us  as  being  more  directly  marked  out  by  nature  as 
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seats  of  dominion.  Rome  does  not  stand  so  proudly  as  some 
cities  which  were  once  her  subjects,  as  some  which  have 
arisen  in  later  times,  both  in  Italy  and  in  other  lands.  The 
Temple  of  Jupiter  on  the  Capitol  could  never  have  looked 
down  so  proudly  as  the  minsters  of  Saint  Cuthberht  and  Saint 
Hugh  look  down  from  the  heights  of  Durham  and  of  Lincoln. 
Rome  does  not  seem  so  naturally  marked  out  as  the  centre 
of  all  around  her  as  Bern  looking  forth  from  her  peninsula,  as 
Florence  girded  by  her  wall  of  mountains,  as  Venice  floating 
on  the  bosom  of  her  subject  sea.  But  Rome  on  her  Seven 
Hills  had  a  mission  given  to  her  which  could  never  have 
been  given  to  cities  perched  on  the  single  height  of  Fiesole, 
of  Le  Mans,  or  of  Laon.  They  might  be  fortresses,  they 
might  be  municipalities,  they  might  be  the  seats  of  rule  of 
counts  and  bishops  and  kings;  but  they  could  at  most  be 
ruling  cities  ;  they  could  never  be  incorporating  cities.  But 
in  an  age  when  every  height  was  sought  as  a  shelter  and 
dwelling-place  of  man,  the  island-hills  of  Rome,  the  promon- 
tories which  spread  themselves  forth  to  meet  them,  each 
inhabited  by  its  own  separate  settlement,  had  no  choice  but 
either  endless  strife  or  else  incorporation  into  a  greater  whole. 
The  lesson  was  learned  from  the  beginning.  When  the 
men  of  the  Palatine  and  the  men  of  the  Capitoline  began  to 
meet  in  the  Comitium  as  members  of  a  single  state,  it  ^^•as 
the  foreshadowing  of  the  day  when  the  citizenship  of  tlie 
hill-fort  on  the  Palatine  should  be  granted  to  all  the  lands 
from  the  Euphrates  to  the  ocean.  When  the  first  wall  was 
drawn  round  those  primasval  hills,  it  was  a  foreshadowing  of 
the  time  when  the  line  of  Rome's  walls  should  be  drawn 
beyond  the  rivers  of  Germany  and  the  firths  of  Northern 
Britain.  When  the  first  outpost  in  a  strange  land  was 
planted  on  the  height  of  Janiculum,  it  was  a  foreshadowing 
of  the  day  when  York  and  Antioch  should  be  outposts  of 
Rome  in  lands  which  were  no  longer  strange.* 

But,  if  the  position  of  Rome  with  regard  to  the  world  in 

*  [This  is  the  same  line  of  thought  as  that  of  the  first  Essay  in  tlie 
Third  Series  worked  out  from  the  other  side.     1880.] 
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general  is  really  only  the  carrying  out  of  a  process  which 
began  within  the  range  of  her  own  hills,  the  story  of  her 
local   growth    within  her  own    walls   is   one   of  the   most 
instructive  in  the  history  of  mankind.     Nowhere  else  are  we 
admitted  to  see  so  clearly  and  so  minutely  the  growth  of  a 
great  city  from  the  very  beginning.     And  it  is  strange  to 
see  how  little  direct  effect  the  extension  of  her  power  over 
Italy  and  the  world  had  upon  Rome  as  a  local  city.     In  one 
sense  of  course,  in  the  growth  of    her  jiopulation,  in    the 
number  and  splendour  of  her  buildings,  the  effect  whicli  the 
growth  of  the  Roman  dominion  had  on  the  Roman  city  was 
beyond  words.     But  the  city  herself  did  not  grow  with  her 
dominion ;  and,  if  her  works  grew  in  splendour,  they  did 
not  in  the  same  way  grow  in  actual  greatness.     The  King 
who  made  the  great  sewer  really  wrought  a  greater  work 
than   the  Emperor   who   laid   out   the   Forum   of  Trajan, 
And  the  city  itself,  the  walled  and  fortified  enclosure,  never 
grew  in  all  the  long  ages  between  Servius  and  Aurelian. 
There  is  a  sense  in  which  the  historian  of  the  city  of  Rome 
may  leap  over  her  ages  of  foreign  conquest,  a  sense  in  which 
he  may  pass  by  Scipio  and  Flamininus,  Caesar  and  Trajan, 
as  persons  with  whom  he  has  no  concern.     The  growth  of 
the  walled  city  belongs  to  the  days  of  her  early  infancy  and 
to  the  days  of  her  seeming  decline.     The  first  Rome  on  the 
Palatine  fenced  herself  with  walls  to  guard  herself  against 
foes  on  the  Capitoline  and  the  Quirinal.     In  a  later  stage 
she  fenced  in  all  her  seven  hills  to  guard  herself  and  her 
allies  against  the  Etruscan  beyond  the  Tiber  and  the  Volscian 
beyond  the  Alban  hills.    The  oera  that  then  began  lasted  for 
ages ;  the  walls  of  Servius  remained  her  defence  through  the 
struggle  with  the  Gaul,  the  Carthaginian,  and  the  Mace- 
donian.    Rome  did  not  again  extend  her  civic  boundary, 
she  did  not  again  gird  herself  with  new  and  wider  defences, 
till  she  had  to  dread  the  attack  of  men  of  our  own  race. 
The  walls  of  Aurelian,  the  gates  of  Honorius,  tell  us  of  the 
days  when  Rome  had  to  tell  her  towers  and  mark  well  her 
bulwarks,  to  see  if  they  could  save  her  from  the  Frank,  the 
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Aleman,  and  the  Goth.  In  one  aspect  of  local  Roman 
history,  and  that  not  the  least  important  aspect,  we  may 
leap  from  the  night  when  the  Sabines  of  Appius  Herdonius 
climbed  over  the  battlements  of  the  Capitol  to  the  night 
when  the  '  tremendous  sound  of  the  Gothic  trumpet'  was 
heard  within  the  Salarian  gate.* 

Our  present  business  lies  mainly  with  the  earliest  days  of 
the  city,  and  these  we  have  to  look  at  by  the  light  which 
modern  science  has  thrown  upon  such  inquiries.  By  bring- 
ing together  all  that  it  has  taught  us  as  to  the  beginning  of 
states  and  cities,  we  can  see  what  the  beginning  of  Eome 
must  have  been.  We  do  not  the  less  enjoy  the  legendary 
tale  as  a  legendary  tale,  because  we  no  longer  accept  it 
as  a  narrative  of  actual  facts.  And  yet  in  the  legendary 
tale  itself,  dealt  with  as  we  now  know  how  to  deal  with  it, 
we  can  see  important  elements  of  truth.  "We  no  longer 
believe  in  a  personal  Romulus,  founder  of  Rome ;  we  now 
know  that  the  legend  which  makes  Rome  the  creation  of  a 
Romulus  is  historically  worth  hardly  more  than  the  arbitrary 
addition  to  the  legend  which  says  that  the  followers  of  the 
slain  Remus  marched  off  into  Gaul,  and  founded  the  city  of 
Bem{.\  We  see  that  the  tale  of  Romulus  is  simply  one  out 
of  the  hundred  tales  of  the  origin  of  Rome,  which  happened 
to  gain  more  vogue  than  its  fellows,  because  it  was  thrown 
into  a  shape  which  better  suited  the  national  mind,  and 
because  it  has  been  handed  down  to  us  in  the  imperishable 
works  of  the  great  Roman  writers.  We  see  that  the  tale  is  a 
tale  of  late  growth  and  strongly  tinged  with  foreign  elements. 

*  Sec  Becker,  Handhuch  der  Romisclieii  Alterthumer,  i.  91,  where  he 
points  out  the  three  main  epochs  in  the  history  of  the  city,  tlie  first 
fortress  on  the  Palatine,  the  walls  of  Servius,  and  the  walls  of  Aurelian. 

t  This  story  is  told  in  the  first  chapter  of  Flodoard's  History  of  the 
Church  of  Rheims :  '  Probahilius  ergo  videtur,  quod  a  militibus  Remi 
patria  profugis  urbs  nostra  condita,  vel  Remorum  gens  iostituta  putatur, 
cum  ct  moenia  Ronianis  auspiciis  insignita,  et  editior  porta,  Martis 
Romanje  stirpis  veterum  opinionc  propagatoris  ex  nomine  vocitata, 
priscum  ad  ha^c  quoque  nostra  cognomen  reservaverit  tempora.'  The 
reference  is  to  the  great  Roman  gate  at  Rheims,  the  Porta  Martis,  where 
he  says  that  the  wolf  and  twins  were  yet  to  be  seen. 
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It  is  no  Grecian  invention,  but  a  tale  of  strictly  Roman 
birth ;  every  detail  marks  it  as  a  legend  which  grew  up  on 
the  spot,  differing-  in  this  from  the  mere  arbitrary  guesses  of 
the  Greek  writers.  But  it  is  a  tide  which  could  not  luive  grown 
up  till  intercourse  with  their  Greek  noiglibours  had  given 
the  Romans  a  wholly  new  stock  of  religious  and  legendary 
ideas.  We  see  that  the  story  of  the  Vestal  and  tlie  War- 
God  could  not  have  arisen  in  days  when  men  still  clave  to 
the  old  Italian  notions  of  deity  ;  those  who  devised  it  must 
have  been  already  familiar  with  Hellenic  notions  about  the 
loves  of  the  gods  and  the  births  of  the  heroes.  We  see  that  the 
tale  of  the  miraculous  preservation  and  nurture  of  the  twins 
is  simply  one  of  the  talcs  which  go  the  round  of  the  world. 
The  wolf  which  suckled  Romulus  and  Remus  is  but  another 
form  of  the  kindred  beast  which  suckled  Cyrus.  We  see 
too  that  the  end  of  the  hero  is  no  less  inconsistent  with  old 
Italian  belief  than  his  beginning,  that  the  change  of  the  man 
Romulus  into  the  god  Quirinus  is  a  tale  which  came  from  the 
same  Hellenic  source  as  the  tale  which  gave  him  a  god  for  his 
father.  We  see  the  late  origin  of  the  story  in  the  fact  that 
not  one  of  the  proudest  patrician  houses  of  Rome  dared  to 
claim  a  descent  from  the  founder  of  the  city.  We  see  that 
the  very  name  of  the  supposed  founder  teaches  us  the  same 
lesson ;  it  is  coined  from  a  later  form  of  the  name  of  the 
city  ;  the  oldest  form  of  the  name  of  Rome  lurks  in  the 
name  of  her  eldest  tribe ;  if  a  Romulus  could  have  been 
the  patriarch  of  the  Romans,  he  could  never  have  been  the 
patriarch  of  the  Bamnes*    Yet  with  all  this,  the  old  tales 

*  Mommsen,  Bomische  Oeschichte,  i.  31 :  '  Wie  verhaltnissmiissig 
sptiten  Ursprungs  selbst  der  Name  liomiiliis  ist,  beweist  der  Umstaud, 
dass  der  altere  Name  des  Stammes  urkundlicli  nicht  Bomani  war,  sondern 
Bamnes,  und  erst  spjiter  mit  einer  der  altern  Spracliperiode  geliiufieen, 
sonst  aber  iunerhalb  des  Lateinisclien  nicht  mehr  vorkommenden 
Umlautung  in  Bomaneis  oder  Bomani  iiberging  ;  so  dass  der  Name  Boma 
oder  Bama  vielleicht  iirspriinglich  die  Wald-  oder  Buschstadt  bezeichnet.' 
We  may  accept  Mommsen's  etymology  or  nut ;  but  we  can  hardly  doubt 
that  the  true  form  of  the  name  is  preserved  in  the  tribe-name  of  the 
Bamnes,  and  that  Boma,  and  the  eponymous  names  Bomus  and  BomuIi(s 
framed  from  ic,  bclou'j;  to  a  later  sta^rc. 
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are  full  of  truth ;  the  genuine  tradition   still  stands   out 

clearly  distinguished  from  the  inventions  either  of  poets  or 

flatterers ;  and  the  eternal  monuments   of  primaBval  days 

are  still  there  as  living  and  contemporary  witnesses  of  the 

truth   of  the   tradition.      All   the   tales   of  the   origin   of 

Rome,  whatever  name  they  may  give  to  her  founder,  from 

whatever  stock,  divine  or  human,  they  may  trace  his  line, 

all  agree  in  this,  that  there  was  a  time  when  the  Palatine 

was  the  only  Rome,  when  its  Ramnes  were  the  only  Romans. 

Comparative  science  might  almost  have  told  us  as  much 

without  the   help   of  tradition.     But   here   are   the   tales, 

differing  in  every  thing  else,  but  agreeing  in  this,  the  one 

kernel  of  truth  round  which  the  mass  of  legend  has  gathered. 

And  there,  against  the  scarped  side  of  the  primaeval  hill, 

we  can  still  see  the  mighty  stones,  the  wall  which  fenced  in 

the  citadel  of  the  oldest  Rome,  when  her  pomoeriimi  took  in 

the  Palatine  alone,  and  when  the  enemies  to  be  feared  were 

not  beyond  the  Alps,  not  beyond  the  Etruscan  or  the  Sabine 

hills,   but   on  the  rock  of  the   Capitol  hard  by.     On  the 

summit   again   we   can   now   see   tlie    foundations   of    the 

primaeval  fortress,  whence  the  chiefs  of  those  old  Ramnes 

looked  forth  for  signs  of  attack  from  that  hostile  Capitoline 

or  for  signs  of  help  from  the  friendly  Ccelian.     Names  we 

have  none,  dates  we  have  none  ;  but  we  may  be  sure  that 

that  hill  had  long  been  a  dwelling  place  of  man,  that  the 

clans  which  came  together  to  form  the  Ramnian  tribe  had 

made  many  steps  in  the  arts  of  war  and  government  and 

human  culture  of  every  kind,  before  they  raised  so  great  a 

work   as   that   of   which   we   now   see   the  fragments,  the 

mighty   bulwarks   of  the   primaeval   city.     The  tale   goes 

on   to  tell  us  how  there  was   first  war,  then  peace,  then 

alliance  and  incorj)oration,   between   the   Ramnes   on   the 

Palatine  and  the  Titles  on  the  Quirinal  and  the  Caj^itol — 

how  the  men  of  the  two  cities  met,  first  in  fight  and  then  in 

council,  in  the  Comitium  which  lies  between  them.     We 

rislv  no  guesses  as  to  dates  or  as  to  names,  but  wo.  see  that 

the  tradition  i)rcscrvcs  a  tale  which  a  mere  glance  at  the 
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site  at  once  stamps  with  the  mark  of  truth.  Be  the 
names  Humuhis  and  Tatius  or  any  others,  we  see  in  the 
state  of  things  wliicli  the  legend  represents  the  beginning 
of  all  that  made  Konic  great,  of  all  that  made  her  eternal. 

We  cast  then  aside  the  various  guesses,  most  of  them 
coined  in  an  Hellenic  mint,  by  which  learned  men,  Roman 
and  Greek,  in  the  days  of  Rome's  greatness  sought  to 
account  for  the  origin  of  the  city.  The  tales  of  Evander 
and  of  Hercules — be  that  Hercules  the  Heraklcs  of  Greece, 
or  an  Italian  god  who  has  got  hopelessly  confounded  with 
him* — the  obscure  tales  about  Rome  the  captive,  and  about 
Rome  the  wife,  daughter,  or  granddaughter  of  Aineias,  f 
the  tales  which  gave  the  city  a  Trojan  or  an  Achaian 
origin,  are  all  historically  worth  just  as  much,  and  just  as 
little,  as  the  more  famous; tale  of  the  twin  children  of  the 
vestal.  The  tale  which  we  heard  in  our  childhood  is  simply 
one  tale  out  of  many,  which  has  chanced,  as  it  deserved,  to 
become  more  famous  than  its  fellows.  These  tales  are  not 
properly  speaking  traditions ;  they  are  mere  guesses,  some 
of  which  have  had,  and  some  of  which  have  not  had,  the 
good  luck  to  be  cast  into  a  poetic  form  and  to  obtain  a 
lasting  currency.  But  when  we  find  tales,  however  dim  and 
contradictory,  of  early  inhabitants  of  the  spot,  Ligurian, 
Sicanian,  or  Siculian  % — when  we  hear  a  half-muttered  story 

*  This  question,  wliether  the  Latin  Hercules  was  originally  a  god  of 
boundaries  and  fences,  with  a  name  from  the  verh  Jiercere  or  herciscere,  is 
discussed  by  Preller,  Romische  MythoJogie,  640,  and  the  whole  subject  is 
more  thoroughly  gone  into  by  Schwegler,  Romische  Geschichte,  i.  366. 

t  Sir  G.  C.  Lewis  (Credibility  of  the  Early  Roman  History,  i.  395) 
collected  twenty-four  diiferent  stories  of  the  origin  of  Rome,  Avith  almost 
as  many  distinct  eVcoi'v/xoi.  A  still  longer  list  is  brought  together  by 
Schwegler,  i.  400.  The  particular  stories  referred  to  in  the  text  will 
be  found  in  the  opening  chapters  of  Solinus  and  of  Pkitarch's  Life  of 
Romulus. 

X  The  Sicani  appear  in  Virgil,  ^neid,  vii.  795;  viii.  328;  xi.  317; 
where  is  the  important  note  of  Servius :  '  Usque  ad  Jines  Sicanos,  quos 
Siculi  aliquando  tenuerimt,  id  est,  usque  ad  ea  loca,  in  quibus  nunc  Eoma 
est ;  hfec  cnim  Siculi  habitaverunt  ;  illi  autem  a  Liguribus  puisi  sunt ; 
Ligurcs  a   Sacranis ;    Sacraui  ab   Aborigiuibus.'      So   Festus,    321,   Ed. 
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that  Kome  once  had  another  name  than  Eome, — when  we 
are  told  that,  before  Eome  was,  the  spot  was  already  known 
as  Septimontium — in  all  these  things,  we  seem  to  have 
lighted,  not  on  the  guesses  of  ingenious  men  in  an  age  of 
reflexion,  but  on  fragments  of  genuine  tradition,  handed  on 
from  immemorial  times.  In  the  dim  mention  of  Sicanians 
and  Ligurians,  names  which  would  have  hardly  come  into 
the  head  of  a  mere  legend-maker,  we  seem  to  be  carried 
back  to  days  which  must  have  been,  though  there  is  no 
record  left  of  them,  the  days  when  the  site  of  Rome  was 
still  held  by  a  non-Aryan  race,  and  when  the  Italian 
division  of  the  great  Aryan  army  was  still  pressing  its  way 
through  the  mountains  and  valleys  of  the  great  central 
peninsula  of  southern  Europe.  It  is  perhaps  hardly  going 
too  far  if  we  risk  the  guess  that  the_wild  tale  of  Cacus  the 
giant  of  the  Aventine  still  keeps,  like  the  tales  of  the 
centaurs  of  Hellas  and  the  trolls  and  giants  of  the  North, 
some  faint  memory  of  the  days  of  the  great  migration  of 
our  common  forefathers.  The  tale  that  Rome  had  another 
name  falls  in  with  the  fact  that  her  people  had  an  older 
and  a  younger  name,  that  there  must  have  been  some  local 
name  which  gave  birth  to  the  gentile  Ranmes,  before  Roma 
and  Romans  were  heard  of.  The  Septimontium  too,  the 
old  feast  of  the  seven  hills — not  the  famous  seven  of  the 
Servian  city,  but  the  earlier  seven,  the  names  of  some  of 
which  have  almost  vanished  * — may  really  point  to  a  time 


Miiller :  '  Sacraui  appellati  sunt  Reate  orti,  qui  ex  Septimontio  Ligurcs 
Siculosque  exegerunt.'  On  the  Siculians,  see  Lewis,  i.  272,  The  Sicanians 
are  commonly  held  to  be  akin  to  the  Iberians  and  Ligurians,  and  to  be 
therefore  most  likely  a  non- Aryan  people. 

*  The  Septimontium,  the  older  seven  hills,  is  spoken  of  by  all  the  best 
modern  writers  on  Eome,  Our  knowledge  on  the  subject  comes  from 
Varro,  L.L.  v,  41 ;  vi.  24  ;  and  Festus,  340,  348.  Varro  begins  by 
saying  :  '  Ubi  nunc  est  Roma,  crat  olim  Septimuntium,  nominatum  ab  tot 
montibus,  quos  postea  urbs  muris  comprehendit.'  But  he  shows  that  he 
did  not  fully  understand  his  own  meaning  by  going  on  directly  to  talk 
about  the  Capitol,  which  is  not  one  of  tlie  seven.  Diit  in  the  second 
passage  referred  to  he  says  :     '  Dies  Sepliuiuulium  numinatii.s  ab  his  sejiteui 
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when  a  mere  descriptive  name  for  a  whole  region  had  not 
yet  given  way  to  the  name  of  a  single  settlement  on  one  of 
its  heights.  Traditions  of  tliis  kind,  wliich  may  have  been 
misconceived  and  misapplied,  but  which  can  hardly  have 
been  deliberately  invented,  are  something  rpiite  different  at 
once  from  the  romance  and  from  the  deliberate  fiction,  of 
both  of  which  we  find  so  large  a  store  in  what  passes  for 
early  Koman  history.  They  are  in  fact  liistory,  though 
history  in  its  rudest,  most  imperfect,  most  fragmentary 
form.  But  it  is  a  history  of  which  we  shall  find  but  little 
in  those  Eomau  writers  who  are  professed  historians.  Our 
materials  for  history  of  this  kind  must  be  sought  for  in 
the  detached  notices  of  writers  of  quite  another  kind.  We 
must  put  together  our  story  from  the  hints  of  antiquaries, 
philologers,  dictionary-makers,  compilers  of  all  kinds,  from 
the  casual  references  of  poets  and  orators,  and  from  those 
sayings  of  the  historians  themselves  which  are  most  strictly 
entitled  to  be  looked  upon  as  undesigned.  We  must  turn 
from  the  flowing  narrative  of  Livy,  and  from  the  heavier, 
but  more  careful,  work  of  the  Greek  Dionysios,  to  scraps 
scattered  up  and  down  the  surviving  portions  of  Yarro  and 
Festus,  to  copyists  like  Solinus,  to  the  sayings  which  fall 
as  it  were  by  the  way  from  the  better  known  Latin  writers, 
counting  among  them  the  casual  notices  of  Livy  and 
Dionysios  themselves.  Virgil  and  Ovid  hold  a  high  place 
among  our  authorities  ;  but  it  is  Virgil  and  Ovid  speakino- 
in  the  spirit  of  antiquaries  rather  than  of  poets.  From  the 
hints  which  we  pick  up  in  this  way,  combined  with  the 


montibus,  in  qiiis  sita  Urbs  est ;  ferias  r.on  populi,  sed  moutanorum  mode' 
What  the  '  montes'  and  who  the  '  montani'  were  we  learn  from  Festus 
who  describes  the  '  Septimontinm '  as  a  sacrifice  made  on  the  seven 
'montes'  — 'Palatium,  Velia,  Fagntal,  Subura,  Cermahis,  Oppius, 
Cispius.'  The  feast  of  the  Septimontium  (EeTrrofiovpTiov)  is  spoken  of 
also  by  Plutarch,  Qua3st.  Eoin.  69 ;  and  by  Suetonius,  Domit.  4.  The 
strange  ceremonies  of  the  'October  equus,'  spoken  of  by  Festus,  178  (see 
Burn,  p.  38)  would  seem  almost  to  belong  to  an  earlier  state  of  thin^-s  tl,an 
the  Septimontium.  The  strugojle  was  between  the  '  Suburenses  '  and  the 
*  Sacra vicnses.'     Sec  Bescltreihiovj  der  ^fudt  linn.  I.  1-10. 
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witness  of  the  spot  itself  and  the  earliest  works  of  man  to  be 
seen  upon  it,  we  may,  if  we  can  be  satisfied  to  do  without 
definite  dates,  without  personal  names  and  personal  adven- 
tures, put  together  something  like  a  consecutive  account  of 
the  prte-historic  times  of  Eome,  meagre  indeed,  but  free 
alike  from  mythical  details  and  from  any  attempts  at 
divination  on  our  own  part. 

In  Rome  then  we  see  a  group  of  settlements  of  immemorial 
antiquity  which  gradually  grew  into  a  single  city.  It  is 
vain  to  ask  whether  the  Palatine  was  actually  the  first  hill 
of  the  group  which  became  the  dwelling-place  of  man,  or 
of  Italian  man.  For  our  purposes  the  settlement  on  the 
Palatine  is  the  first  of  the  group,  because  it  is  the  one 
which  incorporated  and  gave  its  name  to  the  others.  There 
may  have  been  a  Quirium  on  the  Capitoline ;  there  may  have 
been  a  Lucerium  on  the  Coelian.  What  we  know  is  that 
there  was  on  the  Palatine  a  settlement  in  which  the  others 
merged  themselves,  whose  inhabitants  formed  the  oldest 
tribe  in  the  united  state,  and  whose  name,  if  only  in  its 
later  form,  became  the  name  of  tJie  united  city.  The 
beginnings  of  these  settlements  belonged  to  days  when 
political  life  was  still  in  its  earliest  stage,  when  clans  were 
growing  into  tribes,  but  wlien  tribes  were  not  yet  growing 
into  nations,  or  even  into  cities.  These  settlements  were 
essentially  of  the  same  nature  as  the  other  settlements 
whicli,  in  Italy,  in  Greece,  in  Gaul,  crowned  every  hill 
which  nature  had  marked  out  for  a  citadel.  Had  the 
Palatine  stood  alone  as  an  isolated  hill,  the  Ramnes  and 
their  town  would  most  likely  never  have  outstripped  the 
other  towns  which  arose  on  almost  every  height  in  central 
Italy.  It  was  the  presence  of  so  many  attractive  sites  close 
toirether  which  made  Rome  become  all  that  she  did  become. 
The  hills  of  Rome,  low  but  steep,  the  isolated  monies  and 
the  peninsular  coJles,  have  a  certain  likeness  in  general 
effect,  though  they  have  none  in  geological  origin,  to  the 
insular  and  peninsular  hills  which  form  a  characteristic 
feature  in   some   parts   of  Gloucestershire  and,  still  more 
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striking-ly,  of  Somerset.  And  in  both  cases  the  words 
insular  and  peninsular  are  not  mere  metaphors.  Tlie  Isle 
of  Avalon,  and  the  nciglibonring  hills  of  which  it  is  the 
greatest,  were  real  islands  in  the  vast  swamp  in  the  days 
when  Alfred  sought  shelter  at  Athelney.  And  so  the 
Palatine  and  the  Capitol  ine  were  islands,  in  the  days  when 
there  was  a  Curtian  Lake  in  the  low  ground  between  them, 
and  when  boatmen  earned  their  living  by  rowing  passengers 
across  the  Velabrum.*  Here  we  have  pieces  of  real  tradi- 
tion. We  need  not  trouble  ourselves  with  any  of  the 
legendary  explanations  of  its  name,  but  we  may  be  sure  that 
the  Curtian  Lake  preserves  the  memory  of  times  when, 
perhaps  not  always,  but  at  least  in  certain  seasons  and  in 
certain  weathers,  the  low  ground  was  a  lake  and  the  hills 
were  islands.  How  slight  an  elevation  may  make  the 
difference  between  wet  and  dry  in  such  cases  will  be  under- 
stood by  those  who  know  the  use  of  the  words  highlands  and 
lowlands  in  Cambridgeshire.  To  this  state  of  thino-s  the 
great  sewer  put  an  end,  but  its  memory  comes  up  again  on 
occasion  when  Father  Tiber  overflov/s  his  banks,  as  legend 
says  that  he  did  to  receive  the  cradle  of  the  first  founders 
of  the  city,  and  as  it  is  more  certain  that  he  did  by  way 
of  a  strange  welcome  when  that  city  again  became  the 
head  of  an  united  Italy.f  On  these  low,  steep,  wooded, 
islands  and  promontories  many  ruder  tribes  may  have 
settled,  and  may  have  been  driven  out  by  successive  con- 
querors, before  the  days  of  the  Latin  settlement  which  orew 
into  Kome.     Our  work  begins   when  the  Eamnes  of  the 

*  VaiTo,  L.L.  V.  43  :  'Olim  paliidibus  mors  [Aventinns]  erat  ab  reliqiiis 
disclnsus,  itaque  eo  ex  urbe  advehebautur  ratibus:  quojus  vestigia,  quod 
ea,  qua  turn  vehebantur,  etiam  nunc  dicitur  Velabrum,  et  unde  escendc- 
bant,  ad  ini'umam  novam  viam  locus  sacellum  Velabrum.'  So  v.  156  : 
'  Palus  fuit  in  minore  Velabro,  a  quo,  quod  ibl  vehebantur  lintribiis 
Velabrum,  ut  illud  majus  de  quo  supra  dictum  est.' 

t  In  many  places  in  Rome  the  height  of  the  great  flood  of  September 
1870,  is  marked.     But  we  can  hardly  hold  that  Father  Tiber  raeaut 

'  Ire  dejectum  monumenta  regis,' 
but  rather  to  welcome  the  establishment  of  the  revived  kingdom. 
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Palatine  traced  out  the  j^omoerium  at  its  foot  with  the 
sacred  plough,  wheu  they  scarped  the  sides  of  the  hill  and 
strengthened  them  with  the  mighty  stones  which  still  are 
there,  and  when,  as  the  strongest  defence  of  all,  the  walls 
of  the  prima3val  citadel,  the  Boma  quadrata,  rose  on  the 
north-eastern  of  its  two  peaks,  looking  forth  upon  the  hostile 
hill  of  Saturn.  Small  as  the  settlement  was,  it  was  already 
a  city,  inaugurated  with  the  sacred  rites  which  belonged  to 
the  foundation  of  a  city ;  it  had  its  temples,  its  gates,  its 
cUvus  victorias,  its  ascent  of  triumph, — when  victory  was  to 
be  won,  not  over  Britain  or  Parthia,  not  over  Carthage  or 
Macedonia,  not  over  the  Gaul  on  the  Samnite,  but  over 
the  tribe  which  had  made  its  settlement  on  the  other  side 
of  the  swamp  which  lay  at  the  foot  of  the  primoeval  Kome. 
The  spot  where  Eome  arose  lay  at  the  meeting  of  the  lands 
of  three  distinct  races ;  the  Latin  outpost  on  the  Palatine 
could  look  out  on  the  land  of  the  Etruscan  stranger  beyond 
the  Tiber,  and  on  the  heights  from  which  the  Sabine — a 
kinsman  as  compared  with  the  Etruscan — was  pressing 
down  upon  the  lower  land  of  Latiura.  The  two  nations  met 
face  to  face.  The  Latin  outpost  on  the  Palatiue,  with  its 
strono"hold  of  Boma  quadrata,  was  met  by  the  Sabine  outpost 
on  the  Quirinal,  with  its  stronghold  on  that  Saturnian  hill 
which  was  to  be  the  Capitol  of  Kome.  That  the  real  home 
of  the  Sabine  settlement — we  may  call  it  Quirium  or  not, 
as  we  think  good — lay  on  the  Quirinal,  and  that  the  Satur- 
nian or  Capitoline  hill  was  simply  the  site  of  its  citadel, 
seems  to  us  to  admit  of  very  little  doubt.  The  Capitoline 
hill,  so  much  smaller  than  the  Palatine,  could  hardly  have 
been  the  site  of  a  distinct  settlement,  and  it  seems  in  early 
times  not  to  have  been  so  strongly  cut  off  from  the  Quirinal 
as  it  now  is,  but  to  have  been  rather  a  peninsula  than  a  true 
island  like  the  Palatine,  Aventine,  and  Coolian.  To  our 
mind  the  name  of  the  veins  cajyitoUum  on  the  Quirinal,  one 
of  those  names  which  no  later  age  could  invent  and  which 
must  represent  a  genuine  tradition,  is  proof  enough  that 
the  Quirinal  was  the  site  of  the  original  Sabine  settlement. 
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It  was  the  home  of  the  second  of  the  patrician  tribes  of 
Kome ;  the  hill  which  was  to  be  the  strongest  fortress  of 
Kome  and  the  holiest  sanctuary  of  her  gods,  was  hold  by 
the  Sabine  Tities  as  a  stronghold  against  the  Latin  Romans 
on  the  Palatine.*  Here  we  have  a  piece  of  the  very 
truest  tradition.  But  if  this  be  so,  it  follows  that  a  great 
number  of  the  most  familiar  legends  must  be  at  once  cast 
aside,  as  being  no  genuine  traditions  at  all,  but  as  being 
simply  the  fictions,  or  at  best  the  arbitrary  guesses,  of  an  age 
which  did  not  understand  the  meaning  of  the  real  tradition. 
If  the  Saturnian  or  Capitoline  hill  was  the  site  of  an  original 
Sabine  fortress,  we  must  at  once  give  up  the  legend  which 
makes  the  Sabine  possession  of  the  Capitol  the  result  of  a 
sudden  seizure  of  that  post  in  the  war  between  Eomulus  and 
Titus  Tatius.  We  may  admit  the  name  of  Mons  Tarpeius 
as  an  ancient  name  for  the  hill  of  Saturn  or  for  part  of  it ; 
but  we  must  seek  for  the  origin  of  that  name  in  some  other 
source  than  any  version  of  the  legend  of  the  fair  Tarpeia. 
In  this  way  we  see  that  a  great  number  of  the  events  which 
the  legend  assigns  to  the  reign  of  Eomulus  are  topo- 
graphically misplaced.  They  are  adapted  to  the  circum- 
stances of  a  king  who  reigns  on  the  Capitoline  as  well  as  on 
the  Palatine,  not  to  the  circumstances  of  a  king  who  reigns  on 
the  Palatine  only.  An  asylum  opened  by  a  king  who  reigned 
only  over  the  Ramnes  must  have  stood  on  the  depression 
between  the  two  heights  of  the  Palatine  ;  it  cannot  have  stood 
on  the  depression  between  the  two  heights  of  the  Capitoline.f 
Such  a  king  may  have  marched  in  triumph  up  the  cUvus 

*  See  Besclireihung  der  Stadt  Rom,  v.  143  ;  Becker,  i.  117,  577;  Von 
Eeumont,  i.  21. 

t  It  must  be  remembered  that  the  asylum  appears  again  under  TuUus. 
la  Dionysios,  iii.  32,  the  Sabiues  accuse  the  Eomans  on.  tovs  ^a^lvav 
cj)vyd8as  vnebex^ovro  KaracrKevacrnvTes  acrvkov  iepov,  vnep  ov  iv  tm  TrpoTepto 
Xdyw  SeSr/Xcorat  poi.  In  Livy,  i.  30,  the  charge  takes  the  form  :  '  Sabini 
suos  prius  in  lucum  confugisse  ac  Eoma3  retentos.'  '  Lucas '  conies  to  the 
same  thing  as  asykim  (see  Schwegler,  i.  590).  This  is  one  of  the  many 
cases  in  which  Tullus,  according  to  the  view  of  Schwegler  and  Ihne,  simply 
repeats  Romulus ;  only,  at  tlie  stage  represented  by  the  reign  of  Q'ullus,  a 
Roman  king  might  open  an  asylum  on  the  Capitol. 
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victorise  of  bis  own  hill ;  he  cannot  have  marched  up  that 
clivus  of  the  Capitol  which  beheld  the  triumphs  of  Camillus 
and  of  Ca3sar.  In  these  cases  there  is  no  counter-legend ; 
but  we  see  that  stories  of  the  same  kind  did  grow  up  when 
there  was  a  genuine  counter-legend.  There  was  a  house  of 
Eomulus  to  be  seen  on  the  Palatine,  a  relic  which,  if  not 
genuine,  at  least  fitted  consistently  into  the  legend.  But 
there  was  another  house  of  Eomulus  to  be  seen  on  the  Capi- 
toliue,  a  relic  which  was  clearly  devised  in  forgetfulness  of 
the  genuine  legend.*  The  house  of  Eomulus  on  the  Capi- 
toline  makes  us  better  able  to  judge  of  his  alleged  asylum 
and  his  alleged  triumphs  on  the  same  height.  All  these 
stories  are  alike  inconsistent  with  the  account  of  the  extent 
the  pomoerium  of  Eomulus  which  is  preserved  by  Tacitus. 
They  are,  in  truth,  inconsistent  with  the  universal  agreement 
on  every  side  that  the  earliest  Eome  consisted  of  the  Palatine 
only.  No  one  surely  who  has  any  grain  of  historical  criti- 
cism in  him  can  doubt  which  of  the  two  reports  is  the  genuine 
tradition  to  be  accepted,  and  which  is  the  mere  legend  to  bo 
cast  aside. 

The  tradition  of  the  Septimontium,  the  feast  to  which  it 
gave  its  name,  the  distinction  between  the  men  of  the  monies 
and  the  men  of  the  colles,  the  rivalry  between  them,  and  the 
strange  rites  with  which  that  rivalry  was  commemorated — 
all  these  are  clearly  pieces  of  genuine  tradition ;  they  are 
relics  which  must  be  as  old  as  the  hills  themselves.  It  is 
inconceivable  that  they  could  have  been  invented  at  any 
time  later  than  the  state  of  things  which  is  represented  by 
the  joint  reign  of  Eomulus  and  Titus  Tatius.  They  set 
before  us  the  men  of  the  monies,  the  insular  hills,  as  distin- 
guished from  the  colles  or  promontories ;  and  the  distinction 
which  they  preserve  cannot  foil  to  be  a  survival  of  a  time 
when  they  were  not  only  distinct  but  hostile.     And  among 

*  Ou  the  passages  wliich  imply  a  '  casa  Eomuli '  ou  the  Caijitol,  see 
Becker,  i.  401.  The  idea  may  be  a  Uxte  one ;  it  may  have  arisen  from 
some  misunderstanding;  it  is  enough  for  our  pin-pose  that  it  ever  arose 
at  all. 
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the  monies,  strange  as  the  omission  would  seem  from  any 
later  view  of  Roman  history  and  topography,  they  do  not 
reckon  the  Capitol.  The  very  strangeness  of  this  omission 
of  course  witnesses  to  the  trutli  of  the  tradition.  But,  besides 
the  Palatine  itself,  and  its  adjuncts  the  Germalus  and  the 
Velia,  the  list  takes  in  the  valley  of  the  Subura,  and  it 
skirts  the  lower  tongues  of  the  Esquiline,  those  known  as 
Oppius  and  Cispius.  Here  then  we  may  almost  venture  to  say 
we  have  the  extent  of  the  oldest '  ager  Romanus.'  The  citadel 
rose  on  the  height ;  the  pomoerium  round  the  Palatine  marked 
out  the  city  ;  the  small  territory  whose  inhabitants  had  a  share 
in  the  rites  of  the  Septimontium  marked  out  the  jSrst  extent 
of  Roman  dominion  without  the  city.  At  one  point  at  least 
the  boundary  of  the  infant  state  was  marked  and  defended 
by  a  rampart  of  earth.  The  dyke  which  fenced  off  the 
Subura  from  the  dano-erous  neio^hbours  on  the  hierher 
slopes  of  the  Esquiline,*  discharged,  in  the  stage  which  is 
represented  by  the  legendary  reign  of  Romulus,  the  same 
duty  which  was  discharged  by  dykes  and  walls  beyond  the 
Rhine  and  the  Danube,  between  the  Solway  and  the  German 
Ocean,  when  the  dominion  of  Rome  over  the  Subura  and 
the  Cispian  had  grown  into  a  dominion  over  Italy  and  the 
Mediterranean  world. 

The  two  great  settlements  which  thus  came  together  to 
form  the  earliest  city  stand  out  with  a  clearness  which  almost 
amounts  to  certainty.  There  can  be  no  reasonable  doubt  that 
the  legend  of  Romulus  and  Titus  Tatius  represents  a  real 
state  of  things.  We  need  not  trouble  ourselves  about  dates 
and  names.  Titus  Tatius,  with  his  prsenomen  and  nomen, 
sounds  more  historical  than  Romulus  with  his  single  name 
like  a  Greek.  But  Tatius  is  as  clearly  an  eponymous  hero 
as  his  colleague,  with  the  advantage  that  Titus  Tatius  is  a 
true  eponymous  hero  of  the  Titles,  v.'hile  Romulus  is  but  a 

*  Varro,  L.L.  v.  43  :  '  Eidcm  regioni  attributa  Subura,  quod  sub  muro 
terreo  Carinarum.'  This  must  surely  mean  somethiug  of  the  kind  which 
we  have  supposed  in  the  text,  some  partial  forerunner  of  the  great  Servian 
agger. 
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clumsily  devised  eponymous  hero  of  the  Ramnes.  The  real 
kernel  of  truth  in  the  legend  of  the  joint  reign  of  Romulus 
and  Tatius  is  that  the  two  tribes,  the  Earanes  of  the  Palatine 
and  the  Titles  of  the  Quirinal  and  the  Capitoline,  joined  to- 
gether in  a  single  commonwealth,  and  became  component 
tribes  of  one  city.  An  ingenious  French  writer  is  able  to 
help  us  to  many  details,  and,  above  all  things,  to  set  forth 
the  great  superiority  of  the  Sa bines  over  the  rude  shepherds 
of  the  Palatine,  and  the  supremacy  which  they  fittingly  en- 
joyed over  them.*  Without  going  off  into  these  romantic 
imaginations,  there  is  some  ground  to  believe  that  the 
Sabine  tribe,  the  Titles,  did  at  first  hold  a  precedence,  per- 
haps even  a  superiority,  over  the  Latin  Ramnes.t  But  the 
feelings  of  later  times  reversed  this  order,  and  not  without 
reason.  For,  owing  doubtless  to  the  fact  that  the  Sabine 
element  was  recruited  by  no  new  settlers  in  early  times, 
while  the  Latin  element  was  strengthened  by  the  third  patri- 
cian tribe  and  by  the  great  mass  of  the  Commons,  Rome 
grew  up  a  Latin,  and  not  a  Sabine  city.  The  evidence  of 
language  alone  shows  that  it  was  the  Latin  element  which 
assimilated  the  Sabine,  and  not  the  Sabine  element  which 
assimilated  the  Latin.  Rome  grew  up  a  Latin  city,  though 
a  Latin  city  which  showed  strong  signs  of  Sabine  influence, 
above  all  in  the  character  of  its  national  religion.  There  is 
no  more  reason  to  believe  in  a  personal  Numa  than  in  a 
personal  Romulus.  Bat  the  legend  of  Numa  is  well  con- 
ceived, as  setting  forth  that  the  creed  and  the  gods  of  Rome 
were  largely  Sabine.  Still  the  Ramnes  and  the  Titles  did 
not  make  up  the  whole  Roman  commonwealth.  There  were 
other  elements  in  the  Roman  state,  just  as  there  were  other 
hills  within  the  circuit  of  Rome,  though  it  is  not  so  easy  to 
settle  their  origin  and  their  geographical  position  as  it  is  to 
settle  the  origin  and  the  position  of  the  eldest  Latin  and 

*  All  this  comes  out  in  M.  Ampere's  chapters,  11,  12,  13;  the  last 
bears  the  title  of  '  Promenade  historique  dans  la  Kome  Sabine  au  temps  de 
Numa.' 

t  See  Schweglcr,  i.  492,  493,  where  he  remarks  that  in  Varro  and  else- 
where the  Titics  commonly  take  precedence  of  the  Ramnes. 
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the  single  Sabine  tribe.  Within  the  city  of  Servius  we  have 
the  Coilian  hill,  an  integral  part  both  of  the  civil  and  of 
the  sacred  enclosure,  fenced  in  both  by  the  lines  of  mili- 
tary defence  and  by  the  consecrated  lino  of  tlie  extended 
Ijomoerium.  We  have  too  the  Aventine,  included  within  the 
Servian  walls,  but  not  included  within  the  consecrated 
boundary  till  ages  afterwards.  On  these  hoiglits  we  natiirally 
look  for  the  other  elements  of  the  Koman  commonwealth. 
And  it  is  not  hard  to  put  together  almost  any  theory  that  we 
choose,  whether  out  of  conflicting  ancient  traditions  or  out 
of  the  no  less  conflicting  conjectures  of  ingenious  men  in 
modern  times.  It  is  easy  and  tempting  to  quarter  the  third 
patrician  tribe,  the  Luceres,  on  the  Coelian,  and  to  look  on 
them  as  another  Latin  element  in  the  commonwealth.  But 
there  is  more  than  one  tradition  which  connects  the  Coelian 
hill,  not  with  Latin,  but  with  Etruscan  settlers.  We  have 
the  tale  of  Coeles  Vibenna,  and  the  tale  of  that  Mastarna 
who  was  so  mysteriously  changed  into  Servius  Tullius. 
This  last  tale,  if  it  be  false,  must  be  an  invention  of  Etruscan, 
not  of  Koman,  vanity ;  but  it  should  be  marked  that  all  the 
tales  of  the  origin  of  Servius,  widely  as  they  part  off  from 
one  another,  agree  in  making  him  of  foreign,  and  not  of 
Roman  birth.  A  crowd  of  other  stories  point  to  a  time  of 
Etruscan  dominion,  or  of  Etruscan  influence  of  some  kind. 
There  is  the  legend  of  the  Etruscan  origin  of  the  Tarquinii ; 
there  is  the  tale  of  the  war  with  Porsena,  told  in  so  many 
forms,  but  of  which  we  may  be  sure  that  the  form  which 
comes  nearest  to  the  truth  is  that  which  represents  Rome  as 
having  been  surrendered  to  the  Etruscan  conqueror.*  Then 
the  Aventine  is  connected  with  the  Palatine  in  various  forms 
of  legend  from  the  very  beginning ;  it  is  the  spot  on  which, 
if  the  accidents  of  augury  had  been  different,  Bemuria,  instead 
of  Boma,  would  have  arisen.  We  have  fiulher  traditions  of 
settlements  of  conquered  Latins  on  this  hill,  and  we  find  it 

*  The  passages  from  Tacitus  and  Pliny  which  prove  this  are  referred  to 
by  Arnold,  i.  127.  They  must  contain  a  truer  story  than  the  common  one, 
because  no  Koman  would  ever  have  invented  such  a  state  of  things. 

T 
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at  a  later  time  the  special  seat  of  the  Eoman  Commons.* 
And  the  evidence  of  existing  remains,  the  fragments  of  the 
primeval  walls  which  are  still  there,  show,  just  as  we  might 
have  expected,  that  these  heights  also  were  once  the  sites  of 
separate  settlements  which,  no  less  than  those  on  the 
Palatine  and  the  Capitoline,  stood  in  need  of  defences  against 
their  neighbours.  We  cannot  put  together  our  evidence 
with  regard  to  these  hills  and  their  inhabitants  with  at  all 
the  same  certainty  with  which  we  can  put  together  our 
evidence  for  the  primaeval  settlements  of  the  Eamnes  and 
the  Titles.  But  the  prevailing  character  of  the  Eoman 
commonwealth  is  so  distinctly  Latin  that  we  can  hardly  fail 
to  believe  that  the  third  element  of  the  original  city,  the 
third  patriciau  tribe  of  the  Luceres,  was,  like  the  Eamnes,  of 
Latin  origin.  And  if  we  trace  the  origin  of  the  ^:>Zeis  to 
further  settlements  of  allied  or  conquered  Latins  on  the 
Aventine,  we  have  a  theory,  the  truth  of  which  it  would  be 
hard  to  prove,  but  which  quite  falls  in  with  the  prevailing 
Latin  character  of  the  city.  It  is  hardly  possible  that  there 
can  have  been  a  real  Etruscan  element  in  the  population  of 
Eome.  As  far  as  topography  helps  us,  it  sets  before  us  the 
Etruscans,  not  as  a  component  part  of  the  commonwealth 
dwelling  on  a  hill  of  their  own,  but  simply  as  strangers 
occupying  a  single  street  between  the  Palatine  and  the 
Capitol.f  And  yet  the  signs  of  an  Etruscan  dynasty, 
and  even  of  an  Etruscan  conquest,  are  too  plain  to  be  cast 
aside.  But  at  Eome,  as  elsewhere,  dynasties  may  have 
reigned,  and  may  have  reigned  by  conquest,  without  bring- 
ing with  them  any  new  component  element  in  the  population. 
In  fact,  the  period  which  is  represented  in  the  legend  by 
the  reigns  of  the  later  kings  is  far  darker  as  regards  actual 
events,  as  regards  the  relations  of  the  different  parts  of  the 

*  Sec  Schweglcr,  i.  600,  605.  The  law  of  Icilius"  may  have  caused 
earlier  settlements  on  the  Aventine  to  be  imagined,  but  the  remains  of 
primitive  fortifications  there  show  that  they  have  some  groundwork  in  fact, 

t  On  the  question  of  Etruscan  settlements  at  Rome,  and  the  '  Vicus 
Tuscus,'  see  Schweglcr,  i.  511.  The  different  legends  will  be  found  in 
Festus,  355. 
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commonwealth  to  one  another,  than  the  period  represented 
by  the  reign  of  llomulus.  Wo  Ijetter  understand  the 
relations  in  which  the  two  oldest  tribes  stand  to  one  another 
than  we  understand  the  relations  in  which  they  stand  to  the 
third  patrician  tribe,  to  the  commons,  and  either  to  Etruscan 
kings  or  to  Etruscan  settlers. 

But  if  the  later  stages  of  the  kingly  period  of  Rome  are 
thus  dark  from  one  point  of  view,  there  is  another  in  which 
they  have  left  abundant  memories  behind  them.  There  is 
nothing  to  make  us  doubt  for  a  moment  the  truth  of  the 
traditions  which  represent  the  later  kings  of  Rome  as  the 
rulers  of  a  powerful  state,  a  state  which  stood  at  the  head  of 
Latium,  and  which  was  powerful  enough  to  treat  on  equal 
terms  with  Carthage,*  a  state  whose  kings  strove  to  adorn 
and  to  defend  their  city  with  works  of  constructive  and 
engineering  skill  worthy  of  the  masters  of  such  a  dominion. 
The  Tarquinian  dynasty  at  Rome,  like  the  Pelopid  dynasty 
at  Mykene,  is  itself  historical,  though  the  names  and  the 
particular  acts  attributed  to  its  members  may  be  legendary.! 
We  need  not  pledge  ourselves  to  any  of  the  stories  of  the 
origin,  the  family  relations,  the  particular  acts,  of  either  the 
older  or  the  younger  Tarquiu.  We  need  not  pledge  our- 
selves to  any  of  the  endless  tales  of  the  birth  and  childhood 
of  Servius  Tullius.  We  may  be  sure  that,  whether  the  law- 
giver of  Rome  was  as  real  as  Alfred  or  as  shadowy  as 
Lykourgos,  popular  belief  would  in  either  case  make  him 
the  author  of  many  a  law  that  was  older,  and  of  many 
a  law  that  was  younger,  than  the  date  at  which  history  or 
tradition  placed  him.  Yet  we  need  none  the  less  believe 
that  there  is  a  kernel  of  truth  in  the  tales  of  the  greatness  of 
the  later  kings  of  Rome,  for  their  mighty  works  are  still  in 
being  to  bear  witness  to  their  power.  The  great  sewer,  the 
wall  encompassing  the  seven  hills,  the  great  temple  of  th  e 
national  gods  on  the  Capitol,  are  still  there,  or  have  left 

'    *  See  the  famous  treaty  between  Rome  aud  Carthage,  iu  Polybios,  iii.  24, 
which  must,  at  any  rate,  represent  a  real  state  of  things. 
•j-  See  above,  p.  QO. 

T   2 
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some  traces  of  their  existence  botli  in  recorded  history  and  in 
their  actual  remains.  Nor  need  we  doubt  the  tradition  which 
speaks  of  them  as  the  work  of  mighty,  perhaps  oppressive, 
kings,  who  ground  down  their  subjects  with  task- work,  and 
whose  buildings,  whether  for  religion,  for  utility,  or  for 
defence,  may  really  have  been  among  the  causes  which  led 
to  their  downfall.  Such  works  as  these  might  be  the  works 
of  a  powerful  despot ;  they  might  be  the  works  of  a  mighty, 
civilized,  and  prosperous  commonwealth,  like  Athens,  Venice, 
or  Florence  in  the  days  of  their  greatness.  They  are  not 
works  which  are  likely  to  be  undertaken  by  a  young  and 
struggling  commonwealth,  made  up  of  a  few  pastoral  tribes 
imperfectly  fused  into  a  single  state.  They  are  works  which 
bear  the  impress  of  a  single  and  a  powerful  will.  They  may 
be  the  works  of  a  single  king,  or  of  a  dozen  successive  kings  ; 
but  we  may  be  sure  that  it  was  at  a  kingly  bidding  that  the 
great  triple  temple  arose  on  what  had  been  the  Saturnian 
hill,  that  the  marshy  ground  at  the  foot  of  the  Palatine  was 
cleared  by  the  vast  work  of  the  great  sewer,  and  that  the 
whole  circuit  of  hills  and  valleys  which  now  made  Kome 
was  fenced  in  by  the  mighty  wall  and  the  mightier  dyke 
which  bear  the  name  of  Servius. 

Thus,  following  from  the  very  beginning  the  same  policy 
which  she  continued  to  follow  to  her  latest  days,  by  the 
gradual  incorporation  of  friends  and  enemies  into  her  own 
commonwealtli,  Rome  had  grown  from  a  single  settlement  on 
the  Palatine  into  the  city  of  the  seven  hills.  A  Latin  outpost 
on  the  Etruscan  march  had  grown  into  the  head  of  Latium, 
and,  if  the  state  thus  formed  had  received  Sabine  citizens 
and  had  been  ruled  by  Etruscan  kings,  assimilation  had  gone 
hand  in  hand  with  incorporation,  and  the  foreign  elements 
had  been  fused  together  into  the  original  Latin  body.*  Many 
things  had  joined  together  to  further  the  growth  of  what 

*  We  can  heartily  echo  the  denunciation  of  Mommsen,  i.  34,  of '  Die 
unverstandige  Meinung,  dass  die  romische  Nation  ein  Mischvolk  sei.' 
This  may  be  aimed  at  what  Schvvegler  says  in  i.  503  ;  but  Schwegler  so 
explains  himself  that  there  does  not  seem  to  be  much  practical  difference 
between  the  two  statements. 
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may  well  have  been  the  youngest  of  the  Latin  cities.  The 
close  neighbourhood  of  so  many  early  settlements,  the 
position  on  a  twofold  march,  Etruscan  and  Sabine,  the 
neighbourhood  of  the  greatest  river  of  Italy  in  the  elder 
sense,  all  joined  to  swell  the  greatness  of  a  city  which  arose 
on  so  favourable  a  spot,  at  once  military,  agricultural,  and 
commercial.  And  now  the  historian  of  the  city  of  liome,  as 
distinguished  from  the  historian  of  her  constitution  and  her 
dominion,  may  take  a  leap  over  many  ages.  Rome  girded  her- 
self with  walls  while  she  was  still  only  the  head  of  Latium  ;  it 
was  not  till  she  had  grown  to  be  the  head  of  Italy,  till  she  had 
grown  to  be  the  head  of  the  world,  till,  in  outward  appearance, 
she  was  ceasing  to  be  the  head  of  the  world,  that  she  again 
girded  herself  with  walls  of  a  wider  compass.  As  the 
dominion  of  Rome  grew,  the  wealth  aud  splendour  of  the 
city  grew  also,  and  her  buildings,  public  and  pi'ivate, 
gradually  far  outstripped  the  limits  of  the  Servian  enclosure. 
The  Servian  city  reached  to  the  Tiber  only  for  a  small  space 
near  the  Capitol  and  the  Palatine ;  beyond  the  river  there 
was  nothing  but  the  detached  fort  on  the  Janiculum.  The 
site  of  modern  Rome  was  still  the  field  of  Mars,  the  scene  of 
the  martial  exercises  and  of  the  martial  assemblies  of  the 
Roman  peojjle.  Now  and  then  a  conqueror  who  had  extended 
the  borders  of  the  empire  availed  himself  of  his  privilege  to 
extend  the  pomoerium  of  the  city,  and  Claudius,  the  con- 
queror of  Britain,  at  last  made  the  Aventine  a  part  of  the 
sacred  enclosure.*  But  by  the  same  legal  fiction  by  which 
the  Aventine,  though  within  the  wall,  had  remained  with- 
out the  city,  so  now  the  extension  of  the  pomoerium  no 
longer  implied  an  extension  of  the  wall,  and  ground  might 
be  within  the  sacred  bounds  of  the  city  which  lay  without 
the   line  of  its   now   forgotten  fortifications.     For,   as   the 

*  The  question  why  the  Aventine  was  not  inchided  in  the  pvmariui/i 
is  discussed  by  Gellius,  xiii.,  xiv. :  '  Neque  id  Servius  Tullius  rex,  neque 
Sulla,  qui  proferendi  pomcerii  titulum  qua;sivif,  neque  postea  D.  Juhus, 
quum  pomcerium  proferret,  intra  eflatos  urbis  fines  inckiserint.'  He 
adds  that  it  was  '  post  auctore  D.  Claudio  receptus  et  intra  pomcerii  fines 
observatus.' 
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danger  from  Pyrrhos  and  Hannibal  had  passed  away,  as  men 
began  to  deem  that  Rome  could  never  be  attacked  by  a 
foreign  enemy,  the  ancient  walls  of  Servius  were  almost 
forgotten.  They  were  hidden  by  the  growth  of  later 
buildings,  and  a  large  part  of  the  actual  city,  including 
many  of  its  noblest  buildings,  lay  beyond  the  walls  of  the 
ancient  kings.  It  was  beyond  the  walls  that  Pompeius  and 
Marcellus  raised  their  theatres,  and  that,  in  a  later  age, 
Antoninus  Caracalla  raised  his  mighty  baths.  It  was  beyond 
the  walls  that  there  stood  that  house  of  Lateranus  out  of 
which  was  to  grow  the  metropolitan  church  of  Christian 
Rome  and  the  true  dwelling-place  of  the  Roman  bishop. 
That  Augustus  raised  his  mausoleum  for  himself  and  his 
house  without  the  walls  of  the  city  was  simply  in  obedience 
to  the  laws  of  the  Roman  religion  ;  but  it  marks  the  growth 
of  the  actual  city  that  the  next  pile  which  was  reared  as  the 
resting-place  of  imperial  ashes,  the  vast  mole  of  Hadrian,  was 
reared,  not  only  beyond  the  wall,  but  beyond  the  Tiber.  The 
choice  of  this  last  site  pointed  the  way  for  yet  later  changes  ; 
it  j)ointed  to  the  day  when  the  mole  of  Hadrian  should  become 
the  castle  of  the  ecclesiastical  sovereigns  of  Rome,  and  when 
their  most  favoured  palace  and  their  most  favoured  church 
should  both  stand  on  Etruscan  soil  beyond  the  river.  But 
with  these  times  we  have  no  concern.  The  next  enlarge- 
ment of  the  walls  of  Rome  made  the  Janiculan  fort  part  of 
the  city ;  it  still  left  the  Vatican  beyond  its  borders.  This 
was  when  the  far-seeing  mind  of  Aurelian  marked  that  the 
days  were  passed  when  Rome  could  safely  be,  as  she  had  in 
truth  been  for  ages,  an  un walled  and  open  city.*  Once  only 
since  Hannibal  had  turned  away  from  the  Colline  gate  had 
her  bulwarks  been  really  threatened.  That  was  on  the  day  when 
the  hand  of  Sulla  saved  her,  when  the  last  hero  of  independent 

*  The  description  given  by  Dionysios  (iv.  13)  cannot  be  mistaken  : 
ecTTLV  anavra  ra  nepl  tijv  ttoKiv  oiKovfjieva  )(a)pia,  noXXa  ovTa  koI  fxeyaXa, 
yvfj-va  KoX  drei^iard,  Kai  paara  TroXffiiois  iXOovaiv  viro^dpLa  yiviadai.  He 
al'teiwaids  speuks  of  tlie  wall  as  dvaevpe'rop  Sia  riis  ir^pikap^avovijas  avro 
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Italy,  the  second  Samnitc  Pontius,  came  to  overthrow  her 
very  being  at  the  gate  over  which  Hannibal  had  simply 
thrown  his  spear  in  defiance.*  But  now  she  needed  new 
bulwarks  against  new  enemies,  and  the  battle  at  tlie  CoUino 
gate  pointed  to  the  day  when  those  new  enemies  should  at 
last  enter  by  its  Salarian  neighbour.  The  true  city  of 
Rome  was  now  the  vast  undefended  space  over  which  its 
buildings  had  spread  themselves,  and  which  Augustus  had 
long  before  mapped  out  into  his  fourteen  regions.  The 
walls  of  Aurelian  were  now  as  needful  to  defend  that  vast 
circuit  as  the  wall  of  Servius  had  once  been  to  defend  the 
seven  hills,  or  as  the  oldest  wall  of  ail  had  been  to  defend 
the  primaeval  settlement  on  the  Palatine.  The  walls  of 
Aurelian,  vainly  repaired  and  strengthened  under  Honorius, 
have  been  again  repaired  and  strengthened  after  each  of  the 
endless  sieges  of  Rome  from  Belisarius  to  Victor  Emmanuel. 
And  showing,  as  they  thus  do,  the  work  of  nearly  every  age 
for  sixteen  hundred  years,  they  remain  to  this  day,  on  the 
left  bank  of  the  Tiber,  the  walls  of  the  modern  city. 

It  remains  that  we  should  say  something  of  the  literature, 
ancient,  mediaeval,  and  modern,  which  has  gathered  round 
the  history  of  the  Roman  city,  the  literature  whose  chief 
master-pieces  the  inquirer  must  compare  with  the  actually 
existing  remains — the  works,  old  and  new,  which  we  have 
ourselves  largely  made  use  of  in  the  course  of  our  rapid 
sketch  of  one  side  of  the  history  of  the  city.  The  books 
which  deal  with  the  topography  of  Rome  are  simply  endless. 
If  we  may  count  writers  like  Strabo  and  Yarro,  they  begin 
within  the  Augustan  age  itself,  and  they  go  on  down  to  our 
own  day.  But,  as  with  the  subject  itself,  so  with  the  literature 
which  deals  with  it,  it  is  only  its  earliest  and  latest  portions 
with  which  our  present  inquiry  is  much  concerned.     Our 

*  'Intra  muros  solus  liostium  emisit  hastam/  says  Pliny  (xxsiv.  15) 
of  Hannibal  (Cf.  Liry,  xxvi.  10).  Compare  this  with  the  great  description 
ot  Pontius  Telesinua  in  Velleius,  ii.  27.  We  shall  have  to  speak  of  him 
in  a  later  Essay. 
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knowledge  of  the  primaeval  archseology  of  Rome  comes  from 
the  remains  themselves,  as  compared  with  the  notices  of  the 
ancient  writers.  And  in  the  work  of  such  comparison  we 
thankfully  accept  the  guidance  of  several  eminent  scholars 
who  have  dealt  with  the  history  and  topography  of  Rome  at 
various  times  during  the  last  forty  years.  But  the  writers 
of  intermediate  times,  most  precious  for  some  other  branches 
of  Roman  research,  give  but  little  help  for  the  matter 
immediately  in  hand.  The  late  classical,  the  medieval,  and 
tlie  early  modern  writers  were  naturally  much  more  con- 
cerned with  the  great  monuments  of  Rome,  heathen  and 
Christian,  than  with  the  growth  of  the  primitive  city  and 
with  its  scanty  remains.  It  is  only  for  one  part  of  our 
subject  that  we  can  draw  on  them  at  all  largely.  In  our 
sketch  of  the  growth  of  the  city,  as  distinguished  from  what 
the  city  contains,  we  leap  from  the  walls  of  Servius  to  the 
walls  of  Aurelian,  and  with  regard  to  the  walls  of  Aurelian 
we  do  get  most  valuable  help  from  the  Itineraries,  mediaeval 
and  earlier  than  media3val,  especially  from  that  of  the 
pilgrim  from  Einsiedeln  in  the  eighth  century.*  And  on 
this  subject  of  the  walls  we  also  learn  much  from  the  great 
work  in  which  Prokopios  described  the  sieges  of  the  city 
during  the  Gothic  war  in  the  sixth  century.  With  this 
exception,  we  have  to  deal  almost  wholly  with  the  actual 
ancient  writers  and  with  their  modern  expounders.  And,  if 
there  is  any  subject  to  which  we  may  apply  the  flippant 
saying  of  a  well-known  Professor,  that  '  good  books  are 
commonly  written  in  German,'  it  is  certainly  true  of  the 
matter  now  in  hand.  It  is  almost  wholly  by  German  scholar- 
ship and  German  observation  that  every  existing  monument 
in  Rome  has  been  carefully  noted  and  compared  with  the 
passages  of  the  ancient  writers  which  throw  light  upon  it. 
There  are  of  course  many  points  on  which  there  are  fair 
differences  of  opinion,  and  on  which  the  German  scholars 

*  The  ckscrilttioa  of  the  Einsiedeln  pilgrim  is  printed  in  most  of  tlie 

cullections   of   the   early  writers  on  Kome,  as  in   Jordan's    'Ioi)0<jrupliie 

der  8fa>lt  Rout,  in  AlkrUiuin,  and  in  Urlichs'  Cvdex  Urbis  Romct  Topu- 
f/raphicu6. 


VII.]      THE  PllIMyKVAL   AJiCIM'JOLOGY   OF  JiOME.        281 


themselves  do  not  agree.  But  on  the  most  important 
questions  there  is  a  near  agreement,  and  writers  like  Bunscn 
and  his  colloaguos,  who  first  opened  the  way  to  any  scientific 
treatment  of  Roman  topography,*  like  Jjccker  and  ^lanpinrdt, 
in  their  great  work  on  Roman  antiquities,!  never  fail  to 
give  the  fullest  array  of  authorities  which  may  enable  the 
careful  reader  to  come,  if  he  sees  reason,  to  a  different  con- 
clusion from  his  guides.  With  a  more  special  view  to  the 
architecture  of  Rome,  to  the  architecture  at  least  of  its  pagan 
times,  there  is  the  work  of  Professor  Reber.  This  splendidly 
illustrated  volume  goes  very  minutely  through  the  various 
buildings,  their  history  and  architectural  detail,  and  it  deals 
also  at  some  length  with  the  general  archaeology,  and 
especially  of  those  primitive  remains  with  which  we  have  now 
most  to  do.  Reber  has  gone  thoroughly  into  his  subject,  and 
he  deals  minutely  with  the  construction  of  the  rude  primitive 
walls,  as  well  as  with  the  artistic  details  of  the  later  build- 
ings. The  great  work  of  Gregorovius  on  the  history  of  the 
city  in  the  Middle  Ages  $  barely  grazes  our  immediate 
subject ;  but  much  may  be  learned  from  the  clear  summary 
and  narrative  in  Von  Reumont's  History  of  the  City.  Nor 
must  we  forget  the  many  writers  whose  direct  object  has 
been,  not  the  history  or  topography  of  the  Roman  city,  but 
the  history  of  the  Roman  commonwealth,  but  who  do  not 
fail  to  throw  much  light  on  the  topography  as  well.  In 
fact,  in  the  early  times  the  history  and  the  topography  are 
almost  the  same  thing  ;  our  survey  of  Rome  would  be  very 
imperfect  without  turning  to  the  direct  historical  works  of 
Niebuhr  in  a  past  generation,  and  of  Mommsen,  Schwegler, 
and  others  in  our  own  time.  Schwegler,  above  all,  discusses 
the  origin  of  all  the  legends — legends  which  are  so  essentially 

*  Beschreihung  dtr  Stadt  Bom.  Von  Ernst  Platncr,  Carl  Bunseii, 
Eduard  Gerhard,  Wilhelm  Rostell,  uud  Ludwig  Urliclis.  k>tuttgart  nnd 
Tubingen,  1829-1842, 

t  Ilandbuch  der  Bomischen  Alterthilmer.  Von  WilliclmAdoliili  Becker 
und  Joachim  Marquardt,     Leipzig,  1843-1864, 

\  Geschichte  der  Stadt  Bom  iia  Mittdalttr.  Von  Ferdinand  Gregorovius, 
Btutlgart,  18G1)-1873. 
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topographical — with  thorough  minuteness  and  with  a  full 
citation  of  authorities  which  makes  his  treatment  in  the 
highest  degree  instructive,  whether  we  accept  all  his  con- 
clusions or  not.  Here  is  pretty  well  a  library ;  but  it  is  not 
too  much  to  say  that  the  man  who  should  try  to  work  out 
any  question  of  early  Eoman  history  or  topography  without 
knowing  what  some  at  least  of  these  German  writers  have 
said  on  the  points  wliich  he  has  taken  in  hand  would  be  very 
like  a  man  who  should  try  to  search  out  the  contents  of  a 
catacomb  without  a  candle. 

Among  French  writers  we  have  the  work  of  M.  Ampere,  of 
whom  no  one  can  say  that  he  has  failed  to  search  for  know- 
ledge in  every  corner.  But  the  result  is  very  different  from 
the  sound  and  critical  productions  of  the  German  writers. 
M.  Ampere  gives  us  a  kind  of  romance  of  primaeval  history, 
the  fruit  of  a  lively  imagination,  which  makes  us  wonder 
at  the  amazing  knowledge  which  M.  Ampere  has  somehow 
gained  of  times  beyond  the  reach  of  knowledge.  Hints  on 
particular  points  may  be  picked  up  from  various  parts  of  the 
book ;  but  the  part  with  which  we  are  concerned,  the  part 
which  deals  with  primaeval  times,  is,  as  a  whole,  valuable  only 
as  a  specimen  of  the  wonderful  speculations  into  which  a  man 
who  certainly  lacks  neither  learning  nor  ingenuity  may  be 
led  v.'hen  he  once  forsakes  the  safe  path  of  sound  criticism. 

In  our  own  tongue  Arnold  was  little  more  than  the  ex- 
pounder of  Niebuhr,  the  Loxias  to  the  German  Zeus.  But 
he  was  an  expounder  who  far  surpassed  the  original  oracle 
in  clearness  and  eloquence,  and  his  short  general  picture 
of  the  early  city*  still  remains  wholly  unsurpassed.  Sir 
George  Lewis  tore  the  legends,  and  something  more  than 
the  legends,  to  pieces  without  mercy.  His  negative  con- 
clusions often  teach  us  more  than  any  positive  theories  ;  still 
they  are  only  negative  conclusions.  Since  then  we  have 
seen  Dr.  Dyer,  both  in  his  History  of  the  City  and  in  his 
History  of  the  Kings  of  Kome,t  trying,  with  no  lack  of 

*  See  Aniokl'tf  tliinl  chapter,  vol.  i.  pp.  30-3G. 

t  History  of  tlic  Kings  of  Home,  by  Tlioiuas  lleury  Dyer,  LL.D.  18G8. 
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reading  or  of  acuteness,  but  in  an  unscientific  spirit  and  with 
a  fixed  determination  to  quarrel  with  everything  German, 
to  set  up  again  tho  old  legendary  belief.  Since  Dr.  Dyer, 
we  have  the  scholar-like  work  of  Mr.  Burn,  giving  the  results 
of  all  Roman  researches  except  the  very  latest,  with  regard 
both  to  the  buildings  and  to  the  general  topography.  For 
the  English  reader  who  does  not  wish  to  grapple  with  more 
than  one  book,  Mr.  Burn's  is  certainly  the  book,  as  it  gives 
the  cream  of  the  great  German  writers,  discussed,  not  in  a 
servile  but  in  a  critical  spirit,  by  Mr.  Burn  himself.  Last 
of  all,  we  have  the  most  recent  English  writer  on  Bome,  who 
has  surprised  the  world  by  once  more  falling  back  on  the 
old  legends  with  more  than  the  faith  of  Dr.  Dyer.  The 
successive  volumes  on  Eome's  archaeology  which  have  been 
put  forth  by  Mr.  Parker  are  a  memorable  example  of  the  way 
in  which  a  man  eminently  fitted  in  many  ways  for  the  inquiry 
which  he  has  undertaken  has  failed,  because  he  has  neglected 
to  prepare  himself  in  other  ways  which  are  no  less  essential 
to  success.  Mr.  Parker  has  given  his  life  to  the  study  of 
antiquities  in  one  shape  or  another.  And  he  has  not  been 
simply  a  student ;  he  has  devoted  time  and  energy  and 
money  to  the  promotion  of  his  favourite  pursuits  in  a  way 
which  is  beyond  all  praise.  At  Rome  itself,  those  who  are 
least  inclined  to  accept  his  theories  should  be  none  the  less 
ready  to  do  fitting  honour  to  the  zeal  and  the  liberality 
which  he  has  shown  in  his  diggings  and  other  researches, 
and  to  his  never-failing  readiness  to  take  trouble  on  himself 
in  helping  the  researches  of  others.  And  in  some  branches 
of  antiquarian  knowledge  Mr.  Parker  has  undoubtedly 
reached  high  eminence.  No  man  better  understands  the 
details  of  the  mediaeval  architecture  of  England  and  France, 
In  the  department  of  domestic  architecture  above  all  he  is 
confessedly  a  master.  In  fact  Mr.  Parker  has  succeeded 
whenever  all  that  was  needed  for  success  was  a  keen  ob- 
servation of  details,  and  their  arrangement  according  to  an 
ascertained  chronology.  There  is  no  one  better  to  be  trusted 
when  all  that  is  needed  is  to  know  whether  a  particular  mould- 
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ing  or  a  particular  arrangement  in  a  house  is  likely  to  belong 
to  the  reign  of  Edward  the  First  or  to  the  reign  of  Edward 
the  Third.  But  to  a  general  view  of  any  matter,  to  any 
view  which  needs  historical  knowledge  or  historical  criti- 
cism, ]Mr.  Parker  has  never  reached.  His  strange  craze  that 
Englishmen  in  the  tenth  century  were  incapable  of  build- 
ing in  stone  has  been  answered  over  and  over  again.  He 
would  not  go  to  Froissart  to  prove  something  about  the 
reign  of  Henry  the  Eighth ;  but  he  does  go  to  Baeda  to  prove 
something  about  the  reign  of  Eadgar.  In  this  state  of  mind, 
full  of  zeal,  full  of  energy,  full  of  keen  observation,  but 
in  utter  ignorance  of  the  first  principles  of  historical 
criticism,  in  utter  ignorance,  it  would  seem,  of  the  works  of 
the  great  German  scholars,  Mr.  Parker  has  rushed  at  the 
primaeval  archaeology  of  Eome.  He  has  carried  with  him 
two  simple  canons  of  evidence,  to  believe  nothing  north  of 
the  Alps  and  everything  south  of  them.  Mr.  Parker  in  his 
own  island  would  be  the  last  man  to  believe,  on  the 
authority  of  Stow  or  Hollingshed,  that  an  existing  building 
was  the  work  of  Hengest.  But  at  Eome  he  is  perfectly 
ready  to  believe,  on  the  authority  of  Livy  or  Dionysios, 
that  he  has  before  him  the  actual  works  of  a  personal 
Bomulus. 

The  reason  why  we  speak  of  Mr.  Parker's  book  at  all  is 
because  the  scholar  is  at  first  sight  tempted  to  cast  it  away 
without  examination,  a  treatment  which  it  by  no  means 
deserves.  Any  one  who  will  gird  himself  up  to  dig  through 
the  irregular  surface  of  Mr.  Parker's  book,  as  Mr.  Parker 
himself  has  dug  through  the  irregular  surface  of  the  hills 
and  streets  of  Rome,  will  often  light  upon  things  which  will 
fully  repay  his  trouble.  The  book,  in  truth,  is  like  Rome 
itself ;  it  is  a  chaos,  a  mass  of  ruins ;  but,  like  Rome,  it  is  a 
chaos  out  of  which  a  good  deal  may,  by  diligent  search,  be 
picked  out.  If  it  were  not,  after  all,  a  book  from  which  much 
may  be  picked  out,  it  would  be  kinder  to  pass  it  by  without 
any  notice  at  all. 

The  unlucky   thing  is  that  Mr.  Parker  has  attacked  a 
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subject  which  cannot  be  dealt  with  except  by  the  help  of 
the  last  discoveries  of  modern  science,  without  having  given 
the  least  study  to  modern  scuencc  and  its  discoveries.  i\rr. 
Parker  believes  in  the  wolf  story,  and  he  defends  it  by  stori(;s 
from  India  about  children  being  suckled  by  wolves  in  later 
times.  He  defends  it  because  the  Lupercal  is  just  the  kind  of 
place  where  a  wolf  would  make  its  lair.  He  docs  not  see  that 
all  this  does  not  bring  us  one  jot  nearer  to  proof  that  a  par- 
ticular wolf  suckled  particular  children  at  a  time  when  any 
authentic  record  is  impossible.  Of  the  part  which  the  wolf 
plays  in  all  ancient  Italian  mythology,*  of  the  endless 
kindred  stories  about  wolves  and  other  animals,  of  the  end- 
less alternative  stories  about  the  foundation  of  Eome,  Mr. 
Parker  seems  never  to  have  heard.  He  is  prepared  with  a 
flood  to  drown  the  whelps  of  the  wolf  that  suckled  Romulus  ; 
he  does  not  tell  us  whether  he  is  prepared  with  another  flood 
to  drown  the  puppies  of  the  bitch  that  suckled  Cyrus.  He 
believes  that  the  twins  were  suckled  by  the  wolf;  whether 
he  believes  that  they  were  really  the  ofispring  of  the  War- 
God  does  not  appear.  But  we  must  maintain  that  the 
authority  for  one  part  of  the  legend  is  exactly  as  strong 
as  the  authority  for  the  other.  Mr.  Parker  solemnly  sets 
down  certain  buildings  as  being  built  in  the  years  4  and  12 
of  the  city.  His  argument  is  that  he  finds  remains  on  the 
Palatine  answering  to  the  buildings  attributed  by  Livy  to 
Eomulus.  He  thinks  that  this  proves  that  Romulus  was  a 
real  person,  and  that  the  first  book  of  Livy  is  a  true  history. 
His  antiquarian  research,  he  says,  confirms  the  written  state- 
ment. Now  this  would  be  the  best  possible  line  of  argument 
if  he  were  dealing  with  the  time  of  Augustus  ;  but  it  proves 
nothing  with  regard  to  a  prse-historic  time.  Legends  grow 
up  to  explain  the  origin  of  buildings,  just  as  they  grow  up  to 
explain  the  origin  of  customs.  In  both  cases  the  legend 
must  be  so  framed  that  it  does  not  contradict  the  phaenomena 
which  it  undertakes  to  explain.     There  is  therefore  nothing 

*  On  the  whole  legend,  see  Schwegler,  i,  410,  et  seqq.,  and  on  the  wolf 
and  the  Lupercal,  i.  360,  et  seqq. 
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wonderful  in  finding  that  the  legend  and  the  antiquarian 
phaenomena  agree  as  to  the  position  and  order  of  things. 
The  wonder  would  be  if  they  did  not.  The  whole  argument 
which  we  have  followed  throughout  this  article  rests  on  the 
method  of  comparing  traditions  with  actual  appearances. 
But  all  that  tradition  and  appearances  together  can  give  us 
is  a  trustworthy  succession  of  things.  Till  we  get  within 
nistoric  times,  we  cannot  get  trustworthy  names ;  still  less 
can  we  get  trustworthy  dates.  We  believe  as  firmly  as  Mr. 
Parker  can  that  there  was,  first  a  Rome  wliich  took  in  only 
the  Palatine,  then  a  Rome  which  took  in  only  the  Palatine, 
the  Quirinal,  and  the  Capitoliue.  What  we  decline  to 
believe  is  the  definite  statement  that  a  man  who  was  suckled 
by  a  wolf  erected  a  particular  building  in  the  exact  year 
749  B.C. 

On  Mr.  Parker's  mistakes  in  detail  we  will  not  dwell. 
They  are  the  mistakes  which  cannot  fail  to  happen  when  a 
man  who  is  not  a  scholar  undertakes  a  subject  with  which 
only  a  scholar  can  deal  thoroughly.  Our  point  is  that  they  do 
not  take  away  from  the  real  value  of  Mr.  Parker's  researches. 
Mr.  Parker  has  worked  well  and  zealously  among  the 
primitive  remains  of  Rome;  he  has  brought  some  things 
actually  to  light  for  the  first  time,  and  his  photographed 
series  of  examples  of  early  construction  are  a  real  addition  to 
our  knowledge.  Mr.  Parker  has  not  only  carefully  followed 
up  the  diggings  made  under  the  direction  of  the  Cavaliere 
Rosa  on  the  Palatine  and  in  the  Forum ;  he  has  made  in- 
dependent and  important  diggings  of  his  own.  He  has,  at 
his  own  cost  and  almost  with  his  own  hands,  brought  into 
full  light  a  most  imj)ortant  piece  of  early  wall  on  the 
Aventine,  and  he  has  also  traced  a  very  remarkable  series  of 
drains  connected  with  the  tuUianum  or  well-house,  the  so- 
called  Mamertine  Prison,  which  must  take  their  place  among 
the  various  strivings  made  in  Italy  and  elsewhere  after  the 
great  invention  of  the  arch.  All  that  we  ask  is  that  TVIr. 
Parker  should  bear  in  mind  what  discoveries  of  this  kind 
prove,  and  what  they  do  not.     The  evidence  of  buildings 
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themselves,  when  there  is  no  documentary  evidence  to  com- 
pare with  them,  can  only  give  us  the  order  in  which  they 
were  built.  Tliey  cannot  give  us  dates  and  names ;  they 
cannot  enable  us  to  do  more  than  give  a  vague  guess  at  the 
time  which  may  have  passed  between  the  original  building 
and  the  earliest  addition  to  it.  When  one  piece  of  wall  is 
built  up  against  another  piece  of  wall,  we  can  tell  that  one  is 
the  older  of  the  two ;  but,  unless  we  can  have  some  other 
kind  of  evidence  at  our  command,  we  cannot  tell  how  much 
older  one  is  than  the  other.  If  Mr.  Parker  would  be  satisfied 
with  arranging  his  primitive  buildings  in  a  certain  order, 
without  ticketing  them  with  the  names  of  mythical  persons 
or  attempting  to  fix  dates  in  an  age  for  which  there  is  no 
chronology,  no  one  would  have  a  word  to  say  against  his 
researches,  and  the  inferences  which  he  makes  from  them. 
So,  as  we  turn  over  the  book,  we  constantly  light  on  remarks, 
discoveries,  fragments  here  and  there  which  Mr.  Parker's 
industry  has  brought  to  light,  which  are  of  real  use  either  to 
the  explorer  of  Eome  on  the  spot  or  to  the  student  of  Koman 
matters  at  home.  The  diggings  on  the  Palatine  have 
enabled  him  to  put  together  a  clearer  and  fuller  account  of 
the  first  Eome  than  had  ever  been  put  out  before.  We  have 
no  doubt  at  all  about  accepting  his  view  of  Boma  quadrafa — 
its  foundations  are  there  to  be  seen — as  occupying  part 
of  the  hill  only,  and  as  cut  off  from  the  part  towards  the 
Ccelian  by  a  ditch.  For  all  this  Mr.  Parker  deserves  real 
thanks  and  real  honour.  Some  of  his  other  views  are  start- 
ling, and  we  cannot  so  fully  accept  them.  Mr.  Parker 
believes  that  he  has  made  out,  not  only  the  wall  of  the 
primitive  settlement  on  the  Palatine,  but  also  a  second  wall 
which  took  in  the  Palatine  and  the  Capitoline  after  the  union 
represented  in  the  legend  by  the  league  of  Eomulus  and 
Tatius.  He  further  asks  us  to  believe  that  the  wall  which 
everybody  else  has  taken  to  be  the  wall  of  the  Forum  of 
Augustus,  and  the  other  piece  of  wall  in  the  Forum  of  Xerva 
against  which  rest  those  two  most  striking  half-buried 
columns  known  as  the  cohnnacehe,  are  really  parts  of  the  wall 
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of  Titus  Tatius.  This  is,  to  say  the  least,  startling,  and  to 
our  mind,  it  contradicts  the  clearest  points  in  the  history  of 
the  primaeval  city.  It  is  utterly  inconceivable  that,  if  a  wall 
was  built  immediately  after  the  union  of  the  Eamnes  and  the 
Titles,  it  should  have  failed  to  take  in  the  original  Sabine 
settlement  on  the  Quirinal  and  the  Vet  us  Cajntolium  itself. 
One  is  hardly  less  startled  by  Mr.  Parker's  notion  that  the 
Tarquins  made  some  kind  of  dyke,  to  which  Mr.  Parker,  no 
one  can  guess  why,  gives  the  name  of  moem'a,  on  the  site  of 
the  future  walls  of  Aurelian.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that 
Aurelian,  in  tracing  out  his  walls,  worked  in  any  buildings 
which  suited  his  purj^ose,  such  as  the  walls  of  the  Praetorian 
camp  and  those  of  the  AmpMtheatrum  Castrense,  as  also 
several  arches  of  aqueducts.  Here  and  there  the  walls  do 
look  as  if  some  early  earth-works  had  been  in  this  way  made 
use  of.  There  are  several  dykes  and  ditches  mentioned  by 
ancient  writers — Fossa  Chiilia,  Fossa  Quiritium,  and  the  like 
— as  to  the  position  of  which  scholars  have  not  come  to  any 
certain  agreement ;  and  it  is  an  allowable  guess,  though 
nothing  more,  that  some  of  these  works,  or  other  works  of 
the  same  kind,  may  have  been  taken  advantage  of  by 
Aurelian  in  his  fortifications.  But  to  suppose  that  all  Rome 
was,  from  a  time  as  early  as  that  represented  by  the  later 
kings,  surrounded  by  a  second  defence,  though  only  an  earth- 
work, at  so  great  a  distance  beyond  the  wall  of  Servius  as  the 
site  of  the  wall  of  Aurelian,  is  a  position  which  needs  some 
very  strong  proof  to  support  it.  It  certainly  seems  quite 
inconsistent  with  the  direct  testimony  of  Dionysios,  who, 
though  no  evidence  for  mythical  times,  is  good  evidence  for 
what  he  had  himself  seen,  that  the  city  in  his  day,  when  the 
Servian  walls  were  covered  up  with  houses,  lay  altogether 
bare  and  undefended.* 

We  have  done  with  Eome  for  the  present.  We  have  tried 
to  give  a  picture  of  the  city  of  Eome  as  distinguished  from 
her  Empire,  her  constitution,  and  her  particular  buildings. 

*  See  the  extract  in  p.  278. 
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We  have  tried  to  show  lier  growth,  from  the  first  fortress  on 
the  Palatine  to  the  vast  city  girded  by  the  walls  of  Aurelian. 
Over  the  days  which  separate  his  city  from  the  city  of  Servius 
we  have  purposely  passed  lightly.  They  belong  to  an  inquiry 
somewhat  different  from  our  own.  But  we  should  be  glad 
at  some  future  day  to  take  up  the  subject  at  another  point, 
and  to  draw  a  picture  of  what  Rome  was  in  those  centuries 
which  formed  the  crisis  of  her  new  birth,  when  her  old  creed 
and  her  old  dominion  were  passing  away  to  make  way  for 
her  new  dominion  spiritual  and  temporal.  From  the  Rome 
of  Servius  we  leaped  to  the  Rome  of  Aurelian  ;  we  shall  need 
no  such  leap  again.  The  walls  of  Aurelian,  the  defences 
raised  against  Teutonic  enemies,  lead  us  at  once  to  the 
Rome  of  Diocletian,  of  Constantino,  and  of  Theodoric,  to 
the  Rome  for  which  Totilas  and  Belisarius  struggled,  and 
in  which  Charles  and  Otto  received  their  imperial  crown. 
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VIII. 

MOMMSEN'S  PIISTOEY  OF  ROME.* 

Eomisclie  GescMchte,  von  Theodor  Mommsen.  Three  volumes. 
Leipzig  and  Berlin,  1854-6. 

The  history  of  Rome  is  the  greatest  of  all  historical  subjects, 
for  this  simple  reason,  that  the  history  of  Rome  is  in  truth 
the  same  as  the  history  of  the  world.  If  history  be  read, 
not  as  a  mere  chronicle  of  events,  recorded  as  a  form  and 
remembered  as  a  lesson,  but  as  the  living  science  of  causes 
and  effects,  it  will  be  found  that,  if  we  would  rightly  under- 
stand the  destiny  of  what  is  truly  called  the  Eternal 
City,  our  researches  must  go  up  to  the  very  beginnings  of 
history  and  tradition,  and  must  be  carried  on  without  break 
to  the  present  hour.  Palestine,  Greece,  Italy,  are  the  three 
lands  whose  history  contains  the  history  of  man.  From 
Palestine  we  draw  our  religion,  from  Greece  comes  art  and 
literature,  and,  in  a  manner,  law  and  freedom.  But  the 
influence  of  Palestine  and  Greece  is,  to  a  large  extent,  an  in- 
fluence of  mere  example  and  analogy  ;  even  where  it  is  a  real 
influence  of  cause  and  effect,  it  is  at  best  an  indirect  influence, 

*  [This  article  represents  my  first  impressions,  drawn  mainly  from  its 
earlier  parts,  of  what,  with  all  its  faults,  is  undoubtedly  a  great  work.  As 
an  Appendix  I  have  added  a  later  notice,  which  was  written  when 
Mommsen's  book  was  plainly  beginning  to  have  an  effect  in  England, 
which  it  had  not  had  time  to  have  when  the  earlier  article  was  written. 
Perhaps  I  was  also  myself  only  then  beginning  to  shake  off  the  spell  with 
which  we  in  our  island  are  apt  to  be  affected  by  '  the  last  German  work ' 
on  any  subject.] 

[In  my  second  revision  I  have  cut  out  some  ]iarts  of  this  essay  which 
bore  on  matters  on  which  T  have  given  the  residt  of  my  last  lights  in  the 
Essay  on  the  Primaeval  Archaeology  of  Rome.     1879.] 
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an  influence  working  through  the  tongues  and  the  arms  of 

strangers.  The  history  of  civilized  man  goes  on  in  one  un- 
broken tale  from  Theseus  to  our  own  day ;  *  but  the  drama 
shifts  its  scenes  and  changes  its  actors ;  Greece  can  reach  us 
only  by  way  of  Italy  ;  the  Athenian  speaks  to  modern  Europe 
almost  wholly  through  a  Koman  interpreter.  We  profess  a 
religion  of  Hebrew  birth  ;  but  the  oracles  of  that  religion 
speak  the  tongue  of  Greece,  and  they  reached  us  only  through 
the  agency  of  Rome.  Among  the  old  states  of  the  world, 
the  history  of  Carthage  and  of  Palestine  merges  itself  for  ever 
in  that  of  Rome.  Greece,  like  one  of  her  own  underground 
rivers,  merges  herself  also  for  a  while  ;  she  shrouds  herself 
under  the  guise  and  title  of  her  conqueror,  and  at  last  she 
shows  herself  again  at  such  a  distance  that  some  refuse  to 
know  her  for  herself.  To  understand  Roman  history  aright, 
we  must  know  the  history  of  the  Semitic  and  Hellenic  races 
which  Rom.e  swallowed  up,  and  the  history  of  those  races  of  the 
further  East  which  Rome  herself  never  could  overcome.  We 
must  go  yet  further  back  :  we  must,  by  the  aid  of  philological 
research,  grope  warily  beyond  the  domain  of  history  or  legend. 
We  must  go  back  to  unrecorded  days,  when  Greek  and  Italian 
were  one  people ;  and  to  days  more  ancient  still,  when  Greek, 
Italian,  Celt,  Teuton,  Slave,  Hindoo,  and  Persian,  were  as  yet 
members  of  one  undivided  brotherhood.  And,  if  the  historian 
of  Rome  is  bound  to  look  back,  still  more  is  he  bound  to  look 
onwards.  He  has  but  to  cast  his  eye  upon  the  world  around 
him  to  see  that  Rome  is  still  a  living  and  abiding  power. 
The  tongue  of  Rome  is  the  groundwork  of  the  living  speech 
of  South-western  Europe  ;  it  shares  our  own  vocabulary  with 
the  tongue  of  our  Teutonic  fathers.f     The  tongue  of  Rome  is 

*  [I  of  course  did  not  mean  to  pledge  myself  to  the  personal  existence  of 
Theseus,  but  we  may  fairly  take  his  name  as  representing  the  ^vvoikktis 
of  Attica.     See  above,  p.  138.] 

t  [I  should  hardly  have  written  this  sentence  now,  because,  though 
literally  true,  it  is  misleading.  In  an  English  dictionary,  even  after 
striking  out  mere  technical  terms  and  mere  pieces  of  vulgar  affectation, 
there  will  most  likely  be  as  many  Eomance  as  'J'eutonic  words.  Many  of 
these  Eomance  words  arc  thoroughly  naturalized,  and  may  now  rank  on  a 
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still  the  ecclesiastical  language  of  half  Christendom ;  the 
days  are  hardly  past  when  it  A\as  the  common  speech  of 
science  and  learning.  The  Law  of  Rome  is  still  quoted  in 
our  courts  and  taught  in  our  Universities ;  in  other  lands 
it  forms  the  source  and  groundwork  of  their  whole  juris- 
prudence. Little  more  than  half  a  century  has  passed  since 
an  Emperor  of  the  Romans,  tracing  his  unbroken  descent 
from  Constantine  and  Augustus,  still  held  his  place  among 
European  sovereigns,  and,  as  Emperor  of  the  Romans,  still 
claimed  precedence  over  every  meaner  potentate.  And  the 
title  of  a  Roman  office,  the  surname  of  a  Roman  family,  is 
still  the  highest  object  of  human  ambition,  still  clutched  at 
alike  by  worn-out  dynasties  and  by  successful  usurpers.  Go 
eastward,  and  the  whole  diplomatic  skill  of  Europe  is  taxed 
to  settle  the  affairs  of  a  Roman  colony,  which,  cut  off  alike 
by  time  and  distance,  still  clings  to  its  Roman  language  and 
glories  in  its  Roman  name.*  We  made  war  but  yesterday 
upon  a  power  whose  badge  is  the  Roman  eagle,  on  behalf  of 
one  whose  capital  has  not  yet  lost  the  official  title  of  New 
Rome.  Look  below  the  surface,  and  the  Christian  subjects 
of  the  Porte  are  found  called  and  calling  themselves 
Romans;  go  beyond  the  Tigris,  and  their  master  himself 
is  known  to  the  votary  of  Ali  simply  as  the  Roman  Ca3sar. 
Even  facts  like  these,  which  hardly  rise  above  the  level  of 
antiquarian  curiosities,  still  bear  witness  to  an  abiding 
power  such  as  no  other  city  or  kingdom  ever  knew.  And, 
far  above  them  all,  in  deep  and  vast  signiiicance,  towers 
the  yet  living  phenomenon  of  the  Roman  Church  and  the 


level  with  native  English  \vor<ls.  Still,  even  words  of  this  class,  which 
it  needs  philological  knowledge  to  distinguish  them  from  real  Teutonic 
words — please,  pay,  money,  have  nothing  on  the  face  of  them  to  distinguish 
them  from  iease,  say,  honey — are  a  mere  infusion,  and  not  a  co-ordinate 
element.  We  may  make  sentence  after  sentence  out  of  Teutonic  words 
only ;  we  cannot  m:ike  a  single  full  sentence  out  of  Romance  words 
only.] 

*  [In  1859  I  had  hardly  grasped  the  true  history  of  the  llouman  lands, 
on  which  see  more  in  my  Third  Series  of  Essays,  p.  ?IG.     1879.] 
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Roman  Pontiff.  The  city  of  the  Caesars  has  for  aj^es  been, 
it  still  is,  and,  as  far  as  man  can  judge,  it  will  still  for  ages 
be,  the  religious  centre,  the  holy  place,  the  sacred  hearth 
and  home,  of  the  faith  and  worship  of  millions  on  each 
side  of  the  Atlantic.  The  successor  of  the  Fisherman  still 
in  very  truth  sits  on  the  throne  of  Nero,  and  wields  the 
sceptre  of  Diocletian.  It  is  indeed  a  throne  rocked  by 
storms  ;  Gaul  and  German  may  do  battle  for  its  advocacy ; 
they  have  done  so  in  ages  past,  and  they  may  do  so  for 
ages  to  come ;  but  the  power  which  has  lived  through  the 
friendship  and  the  enmity  of  Justinian  and  Liudprand, 
of  Charles  and  Otto,  of  the  Henries  and  the  Fredericks, 
of  Charles  of  Austria  and  Buonaparte  of  France,  may  well 
live  to  behold  the  extinction,  however  distant  it  may  be, 
of  both  the  rival  lines  of  Corsica  and  Habsburg.*  Look 
back  to  the  first  dim  traditions  of  the  European  continent, 
and  we  look  not  too  far  back  for  the  beginnings  of  Eoman 
history.  Ask  for  the  last  despatch  and  the  last  telegram, 
and  it  will  tell  us  that  the  history  of  Rome  has  not  yet 
reached  its  end.  It  is  in  Rome  that  all  ancient  history 
loses  itself;  it  is  out  of  Rome  that  all  modern  history 
takes  its  source.  Her  native  laws  and  language,  her  foreign 
but  naturalized  creed,  still  form  one  of  the  foremost 
elements  in  the  intellectual  life  of  every  European  nation ; 
and,  in  a  large  portion  of  the  European  continent,  they  not 
only  form  a  foremost  element,  but  are  the  very  groundwork 
of  all. 

The  history  of  Rome  dies  away  so  gradually  into  the 
general  history  of  the  middle  ages,  that  it  is  hard  to  say  at 
what  point  a  special  Roman  history  should  end.  Arnold 
proposed  to  carry  on  his  history  to  the  coronation  of  Charles 
the  Great.     And  this  seems  to  be   the  true  point.     It  is 

*  [The  Papacy  has  now  seen  the  extinction,  as  Italian  powers,  of  both 
the  foreign  oppressors  of  Italy.  The  extinction  of  the  temporal  power  of 
the  Papacy  itself  has  also  followed,  but  any  one  who  remembers  the 
deathbed  of  Gregory  the  Seventh  may  doubt  whether  the  real  power  of 
the  spiritual  Rome  is  not  strengthened  by  its  seeming  loss.] 
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impossible  to  draw  the  line  at  any  earlier  time.*  The 
vulgar  boundary  of  a.d.  476  would  shut  out  Theodoric 
the  Patrician  and  Belisariiis  the  Consul.  Koman  history 
gradually  changes  from  the  history  of  a  city  into  the  history 
of  an  Empire.  The  history  of  the  Kepublic  is  the  history 
of  a  municipality  which  bore  sway  over  an  ever-increas- 
ing subject  territory  ;  it  differed  only  in  its  scale  from  the 
earlier  dominion  of  Athens  and  Carthage,  from  the  later 
dominion  of  Bern  and  Venice.  Under  the  Empire  this  muni- 
cipal character  died  away  ;  the  Roman  citizen  and  the  provin- 
cial became  alike  the  subjects  of  Csesar ;  in  process  of  time 
the  rights,  such  as  they  then  were,  of  the  Roman  citizen  were 
extended  to  all  the  subjects  of  the  Roman  monarchy.  The 
importance  of  the  capital,  even  under  the  Emperors,  was  far 
greater  than  that  of  the  capital  of  a  modern  state.  But  it  was 
no  longer  what  it  had  been  under  the  Republic.  When  from 
the  Ocean  to  the  Euphrates  all  alike  were  Romans,  the  com- 
mon sovereign  of  all  ceased  to  be  bound  to  Rome  itself  by  the 
same  tie  as  the  old  Consuls  and  Dictators.  Rome  gradually 
ceased  to  be  an  Imperial  dwelling-place.  The  truth  of  the  case 
is  clouded  over  when  we  are  told  that  Constantino  translated 
the  seat  of  Empire  from  Rome  to  Byzantion.  What  Constan- 
tino did  was  to  fix  at  Byzantion  a  throne  which  had  already 
left  Rome,  but  which  had  as  yet  found  no  other  lasting  resting- 
place.  From  the  conquests  of  Justinian  to  the  coronation  of 
Charles,  the  Byzantine  Emperor  was  at  least  nominal  lord  of 
the  Old  as  well  as  that  of  the  New  Rome.  With  Charles  begin 
the  various  dynasties  of  German  Ceesars,  which  kept  up  more 
of  local  connexion  with  Old  Rome,  but  much  less  of  the  true 
Roman  tradition,  than  their  rivals  at  Byzantion.  Till  then 
there  was  still  one  Roman  Empire  and  one  undisputed  Roman 
Emperor.  Heraclius  and  Leo  ruled  Italy  from  Constantin- 
ople, as  Diocletian  had  ruled  it  from  Nikomedeia.  After 
the  year  800  East  and  West  are  formally  divided ;  there  are 
two  Roman  Empires,  two  Roman  Emperors.     Of  these,  the 

*  [1  have  shortened  and  modified  this  paKsage,  as  a  good  deal  of  ity  matter 
a})pcars  again  in  some  of  the  Essays  in  the  Third  Series.     1879.] 


VIIL]  MOMM SEN'S  HISTORY  OF  ROME.  295 

one  is  fast  tending  to  become  German,  the  other  to  become 
Greek.  But  they  become  German  and  Greek  in  two  different 
senses.  The  Eastern  Empire  becomes  Greek  from  one  point 
of  view,  while  it  remains  Eoman  from  another.  The  Western 
Empire  does  not  itself  become  German;  but  it  becomes 
practically  an  appendage  to  a  German  kingdom.  From  that 
time  the  true  life  of  Eome  ceases  in  a  way  in  which  it  had 
not  ceased  throughout  every  earlier  revolution.  The  old 
memories  still  go  on  influencing  history  in  a  thousand  ways ; 
but  the  government  of  Charles  and  his  successors  was  not 
Roman  in  the  same  sense  as  the  government  of  Theodoric  ; 
it  was  not  Roman  in  the  same  sense  as  the  government  of 
Justinian  and  of  Leo. 

The  author  of  the  History  before  us  has  as  yet  carried  his 
workup  to  the  practical  establishment  of  a  practical  monarchy 
under  the  first  Caesar.  He  shows  how  one  Italian  city  con- 
trived to  conquer  the  whole  Mediterranean  world,  and  how 
unfit  the  municipal  government  of  that  city  proved  itself  to 
be  for  the  task  of  ruling  the  whole  Mediterranean  world. 
This  is  indeed  a  subject,  and  a  very  great  subject,  by  itself; 
it  is  one  of  the  greatest  of  political  lessons ;  it  is,  in  fact,  the 
whole  history  of  the  city  of  Rome  as  the  conquering  and 
governing  municipality ;  what  follows  is  the  history  of  the 
Empire,  which  took  its  name  from  the  city,  but  which  was 
gradually  divorced  from  it.  The  point  which  Mommsen  has 
now  reached  might  almost  be  the  end  of  a  Geschiclite 
Roms  ;  but  his  work  calls  itself  a  Romische  Geschichte,  and 
it  may  therefore  be  fairly  carried  to  almost  any  point  whicli 
the  historian  may  choose. 

The  Roman  History  of  Mommsen  is,  beyond  all  doubt,  to 
be  ranked  among  those  really  great  historical  works  which 
do  so  much  honour  to  our  own  day.  We  can  have  little 
doubt  as  to  calling  it  the  best  complete  Roman  History  we 
have.  For  a  complete  History,  as  we  have  just  shown,  we 
may  call  it,  even  as  it  now  stands ;  it  is  not  a  mere  frao;ment 
like  the  works  of  Niebuhr  and  Arnold.  And  even  the  ao-es 
with  which  Niebuhr  and  Arnold  have  dealt  may  be  studied 
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again  with  great  advantage  under  Mommsen's  guidance. 
And  the  important  time  between  the  end  of  Arnold's  third 
volume  and  the  opening  of  Dr.  Merivale's  History  is  one 
which  Mommsen  has  pretty  well  to  himself  among  writers 
who  have  any  claim  to  be  looked  on  as  his  peers.  In  short, 
we  have  now,  for  the  first  time,  the  whole  history  of  the  Koman 
Eepublic  really  written  in  a  way  worthy  of  the  greatness  of  the 
subject.  Mommsen  is  a  real  historian ;  his  powers  of  research 
and  judgement  are  of  a  high  order ;  he  is  skilful  in  the  grasp 
of  his  whole  subject,  and  vigorous  and  independent  in  his 
way  of  dealing  with  particular  parts.  At  the  same  time,  there 
are  certain  inherent  disadvantages  in  the  form  and  scale  of 
the  work.  Mommsen's  History,  like  Bishop  Thirlwall's,  is 
one  of  a  series.  Most  readers  of  Bishop  Thirl  wall  must  have 
marked  that  the  fact  of  writing  for  a  series,  and  a  popular 
series,  threw  certain  trammels  around  him  during  the  early 
part  of  his  work,  from  which  he  gradually  freed  himself  as 
he  went  on.  Mommsen's  work  is  the  first  of  a  series,  the 
aim  of  which  seems  to  be  to  popularize — we  do  not  use  the 
word  as  one  of  depreciation — the  study  of  classical  antiquity 
among  the  general  German  public*  Such  a  purpose  does 
not  allow  of  much  citation  of  authorities,  or  of  much  minute 
discussion  of  controverted  points.  The  writer  everywhere 
speaks  as  a  master  to  an  audience  whose  business  it  is  to 
accept  and  not  to  dispute  his  teaching.  But  this  mode  of 
writing  has  its  disadvantages,  when  it  is  applied  by  a  bold 
and  independent  writer  like  Mommsen  to  a  period  of  the 
peculiar  character  which  belongs  to  the  early  history 'of 
Rome.  That  history,  we  need  not  say,  is  one  which  does 
not  rest  on  contemporary  authority.  That  Rome  was  taken 
by  the  Gauls  seems  to  be  the  one  event  in  the  annals  of 
several  centuries  which  we  can  be  absolutely  sure  was 
recorded  by  a  writer  who  lived  at  the  time.f     Yet  of  these 

*  '  Es  wild  damit  eine  Reilie  von  Haudbiichorn  cioffiiot,  dercn  Zwcck 
ist,  das  lebendigcre  Verstandiiiss  des  classichcn  Alt(;rtluiins  in  wcitcrc 
Kreisc  zu  bringcn.' 

f  See  the  latter  part  of  the  twelfth  chapter  of  Sir  G.  C.  Lewis's  Credi- 
bility of  Early  Roman  History.     It  seems  clear  that  Greek  contemporary 
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ages  Dionysios  and  Livy  give  us  a  history  as  detailed  as 

Thiicydides  can  give  of  the  Peloponnesian  War  or  Einhard 

of  the  campaigns  of  Charles  the  Great.     Till  the  time  of 

Niebuhr,  all  save  a  solitary  sceptic  here   and   there  were 

ready  to  give  to  the  first  decade  of  Livy  as  full  a  belief 

as    they  could   have   given   to   Thucydides    or    Einhard. 

And  the  few  sceptics  that   there  were  commonly   carried 

their  unbelief  to   so   unreasonable   a   length   as   rather  to 

favour   the    cause  of  a  still  more  unreasonable  credulity. 

Till    Arnold    wrote,    Hooke's    was   the    standard    English 

History  of  Kome  ;  and  Hooke  no  more  thought  of  doubting 

the   existence   of  Romulus  than  he  thought  of  doubting 

the  existence  of  Caesar.      Then  came  the  wonderful  work 

of  Niebuhr,  which  overthrew  one  creed  and  set  up  another. 

The  tale  which  our  fathers  had  believed  on  the  authority 

of  Livy  sank  to  the  level   of  a   myth,  the  invention   of 

a  poet,  the  exaggeration  of  a  family  panegyrist ;  but  in  its 

stead  we  were,  in  our  own  youth,  called   upon  to  accept 

another    tale,  told  with  almost  equal   minuteness,   on    the 

personal  authority  of  a  German  doctor  who  had  only  just 

passed  away  from  among  men.     Niebuhr's  theory  in  fact 

acted  like  a   spell ;    it  was  not  to  argument  or  evidence 

that  it  appealed  ;  his  followers  avowedly  claimed  for  him  a 

kind  of  power  of  '  divination.'     Since  that  time  there  has 

been,  both  in  Germany  and  in  England,  a  reaction  against 

Niebuhr's  authority.     The  insurrection  has  taken  different 

forms  :  one  party  seem  to  have  quietly  fallen  back  into  the 

imreasoning  faith  of  our  fathers.*     Others  are  content  to 

adopt  Niebuhr's  general  mode  of  inquiry,  and  merely  to 

reverse  his  judgement  on  particular  points.    This  is  the  case 


writers  did  record  the  Gaulish  invasion ;  possibly  the  account  of  Polybios 
may  fairly  represent  their  version  of  the  event. 

*  Sir  George  Lewis  quotes,  as  taking  this  line,  'Die  Geschichte  dcr 
Iiomer,  von  F.  D.  Gcrlach  und  J.  J.  Bachofeu,'  of  which  we  can  boast  of 
no  further  knowledge.  [The  same  line  has  since  been  taken  up  in  England 
by  Dr.  Dyer.] 
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with  the  able  but  as  yet  fragmentary  work  of  Dr.  Ihne.* 
Lastly,  there  comes  the  party  of  absolute  unbelief,  whose 
champion  is  no  less  a  person  than  the  late  Chancellor  of  the 
Exchequer.!  Beneath  the  Thor's  hammer  of  Sir  George 
Cornewall  Lewis  the  edifice  of  Titus  Livius  and  the  edifice 
of  Barthold  Niebuhr  fall  to  the  ground  side  by  side.  Myths 
may  be  very  pretty,  divinations  may  be  very  ingenious,  but 
the  Eight  Honourable  Member  for  the  Eadnor  Boroughs  will 
stand  nothing  but  evidence  which  would  be  enough  to  hang 
a  man.  Almost  every  child  has  wept  over  the  tale  of 
Virginia,  if  not  in  Livy,  at  least  in  Goldsmith.  Niebuhr 
and  Arnold  connect  the  tragic  story  with  deep  historical  and 
political  lessons ;  but  Sir  George  Lewis  coldly  asks,  '  Who 
saw  her  die  ? '  and  as  nobody  is  ready  to  make  the  same 
answer  as  the  fly  in  the  nursery  legend, — as  Virginius  and 
Icilius  did  not  write  the  story  down  on  a  parchment  roll,  or 
carve  it  on  a  table  of  brass,- — he  will  have  nothing  to  say  to 
any  of  them.  '  That  the  basis '  of  the  decemviral  story  '  is 
real,  need  not  be  doubted.' |  But  that  is  all ;  how  much  is 
real  basis,  how  much  is  imaginary  superstructure,  Sir  George 
Lewis  cannot  undertake  to  settle. 

To  that, large  body  of  English  scholars  who  have  been 
brought  up  at  the  feet  of  Niebuhr,  but  who  have  since  learned 
in  some  measure  to  throw  aside  his  authority,  there  will  be 
found  something  unsatisfactory,  or  perhaps  more  truly  some- 
thing disappointing,  in  Mommsen's  way  of  dealing  with  the 

*  Eesearches  into  the  History  of  the  Eoman  Constitution.  By  W.  lime, 
Ph.D.  London,  1853.  [Dr.  Ihne's  complete  History  has  since  appeared 
both  in  German  and  English.] 

t  [It  will  be  remembered  that  this  was  written  during  the  life-time  of 
Sir  George  Lewis.  I  still  believe  that  that  great  scholar  went  too  far  in 
his  unbelief,  owing  to  his  looking  too  exclusively  to  mere  documentary 
evidence  and  passing  by  equally  important  evidence  of  other  kinds. 
Nothing  can  be  more  thorough  than  Sir  George  Lewis's  overthrow  of  many 
of  Niebuhr's  particular  notions.  But  I  still  believe  that  Niebuhr's  general 
method,  if  it  were  only  more  judiciously  carried  out,  is  the  right  one.  IMr. 
Tylor's  new  science  would  be  our  best  guide  to  many  of  the  facts  in  early 
Boman  History.] 

%  Credibility  of  Early  Roman  History,  vol.  ii.  p.  292. 
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Kings  and  the  early  Republic.  The  spell  of  Niebuhr's 
fascination  is  one  which  is  not  easily  broken :  it  is,  in  fact, 
much  more  than  a  S2)ell ;  the  faith  with  which  we  looked  up 
to  him  in  our  youth  was  exaggerated,  but  it  was  not  wholly 
misplaced.  Sir  George  Lewis  has,  beyond  all  doubt,  done  a 
lasting  service  to  historical  truth  by  convicting  Niebuhr  of  a 
vast  amount  of  error  in  detail— of  inaccuracies,  inconsistencies, 
hasty  inductions,  instances  of  arrogant  dogmatism ;  but  we 
cannot  think  that  he  has  shown  Niebuhr's  general  system  to 
be  a  wrong  one.  Niebuhr's  method,  at  once  destructive  and 
constructive,  is  surely  essentially  sound.  His  doctrine  that 
the  current  statement,  probably  far  removed  from  the  literal 
truth,  still  contains  a  basis  of  truth.  Sir  George  Lewis  him- 
self does  not  venture  wholly  to  deny.  That  a  process,  not 
indeed  of  'divination,'  but  of  laborious  examination  and 
sober  reflexion,  may  in  many  cases  distinguish  the  truth 
from  the  falsehood,  does  not  seem  in  itself  unreasonable. 
Our  own  belief  is  that  Niebuhr's  arrogant  and  self-sufficient 
dogmatism  did  but  damage  a  cause  which  was  essentially 
sound.  Sir  George  Lewis,  while  successfully  demolishing 
the  outworks,  has  made,  in  our  judgement,  no  impression 
upon  Niebuhr's  main  fortress.  In  such  a  state  of  mind,  we 
cannot  help  looking  at  every  page  of  the  early  Roman  his- 
tory as  essentially  matter  of  controversy ;  every  step  must 
be  taken  warily  ;  no  assertion  must  either  be  lightly  accepted 
or  lightly  rejected,  and  no  decision  must  be  come  to  without 
weighing  the  arguments  on  one  side  and  on  the  other.  It 
is  therefore  somewhat  disappointing,  not  to  say  provoking, 
when  in  Mommsen's  History  of  this  period  we  find  diificulties 
passed  over  without  a  word,  when  we  find  statements  made, 
which  sometimes  command  our  assent,  which  sometimes 
arouse  our  incredulity,  but  of  which,  in  either  case,  we 
never  heard  before,  and  which  make  us  eager  to  know 
Mommsen's  ground  for  adopting  them.  It  is  easy  to  see  that 
Mommsen  is  quite  capable  of  holding  his  own  ground  against 
either  Niebuhr  or  Sir  George  Lewis.  We  feel  sure  that  he 
has  gone  carefully  through  every  point  of  controversy  in  his 
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own  mind  ;  we  only  wish  that  we  ourselves  might  be  admitted 
to  witness  the  process  as  well  as  the  result.  We  in  no  way- 
blame  Mommsen  for  a  defect  which  springs  at  once  from 
the  scale  and  nature  of  his  work.  To  have  treated  the  whole 
subject  controversially,  to  have  examined  every  statement  at 
length  and  cited  every  authority  in  full,  would  have  swelled 
the  book  to  an  extent  which  would  have  made  it  quite  unfitted 
for  the  class  of  readers  for  which  it  was  in  the  first  instance 
meant.  But  the  lack  of  reasons  and  references  makes  this 
part  of  the  book  less  valuable  to  the  professed  scholar  than 
either  that  which  goes  before  or  that  which  follows  it. 
Mommsen  shines  most  in  one  part  in  which  he  himself  exer- 
cises a  '  divination'  as  ingenious  and  more  sound  than  that  of 
Niebuhr,  and  in  another  part  in  which  the  whole  business  of 
the  historian  is  to  narrate  and  to  comment  upon  facts  whose 
general  truth  have  never  been  called  in  question.  The  two 
subjects  in  dealing  with  which  Mommsen  has  been  most 
successful  are  the  pra3-historic  age  of  the  Italian  nations, 
and  the  steps,  military  and  diplomatic,  by  which  a  single 
city  of  one  of  them  rose  to  universal  empire.  It  is  greatly 
to  his  credit  that  he  should  have  achieved  such  striking 
success  in  two  subjects  which  call  for  such  different  modes 
of  treatment. 

The  prse-historic  chapters  of  IMommsen's  book  form  one  of 
the  best  applications  that  we  have  ever  seen  of  Comparative 
Philology  as  applied  to  history.*  Starting  from  the 
doctrine  of  the  common  origin  of  the  Aryan  nations,  a 
comparison  of  their  several  languages,  and  of  the  amount 
of  cultivation  which  language  shows  each  branch  to  have 
reached  before  it  finally  parted  asunder,  enables  him  to 
put  together  sometliing  like  a  map  of  their  wanderings, 
by  which  he  gradually  comes  down  to  his  own  theme   of 

*  [It  must  be  reraembLTed  h'erc,  as  in  scuiio  other  parts  of  these  Essays, 
that  Comparative  Philology  was  only  just  beginning  to  make  its  way  in 
lCTii;land  when  they  were  written.  I  have  struck  out  a  good  deal  which 
was  new  when  I  wrote  it,  but  which  has  now  become  a  thrice-told  tale.] 
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the  history  of  Italy.  After  the  Asiatic  Aryans  had  parted 
off  to  the  East,  the  European  Aryans  still  formed  a  single 
people.  A  step  further  still  shows  that  the  Italians  and 
the  Hellenes  remained  one  people  after  Celt  and  Teuton 
and  Slave  had  parted  from  them,  and  that  they  had  made 
considerable  advances  in  cultivation  before  they  again 
parted  asunder,  each  to  occupy  its  own  peninsula,  and  to 
meet  again,  in  each,  through  colonization  and  conquest,  in 
after  times. 

With  regard  to  the  earliest  inhabitants  of  Italy  Mommsen's 
general  conclusions  are  these :  Ancient  Italy  contained  three 
distinct  races — first,  the  lapygians  in  the  south  ;  secondly, 
those  whom  Mommsen  distinctively  calls  '  Italians '  in  the 
middle ;  thirdly,  the  Etruscans  in  the  north  and  north-west. 
Their  geographical  position  would  seem  to  show  that  this  was 
the  order  in  which  the  three  nations  entered  the  peninsula. 
Of  the  lapygians  we  know  but  little  ;  history  shows  them  to 
us  only  in  a  decaying  state,  and  all  that  we  know  of  their 
language  comes  from  certain  inscriptions  which  are  as  yet 
uninterpreted.  This  evidence  however  tends  to  show  that 
their  language  was  Aryan,  distinct  from  the  Italian,*  and 
possessing  certain  affinities  with  the  Greek.  With  this  also 
falls  in  the  fact  that  in  historic  times  they  adopted  Greek 
civilization  with  unusual  ease.  The  Italians  of  Mommsen's 
nomenclature  are  the  historical  inhabitants  of  the  greater 
portion  of  the  peninsula.  This  is  the  nation  the  history  of 
whose  tongue  and  government  becomes  one  with  the  history 
of  civilized  man ;  for  of  their  language  the  most  finished 
type  is  the  Latin,  and  of  their  cities  the  greatest  was  Rome. 
The  Etruscans  Mommsen  holds  to  be  wholly  alien  from  the 
Italian  nations ;  their  language  is  most  likely  Aryan,  but 
that  is  all  that  can  be  said.  He  rejects  the  story  of  their 
Lydian  origin,  and  seems  inclined  to  look  upon  Eaetia  as 

*  We  are  here  merely  setting  forth  Mommsen's  views,  without  bindincr 
ourselves  either  to  accept  or  to  refute  them.  We  think  however  that  he 
should  at  least  have  noticed  the  seeming  identity  of  the  names  lapyges, 
ApuU,  Opici,  which,  so  far  as  it  goes,  tells  against  him. 
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the  cradle  of  their  race.*     Into  the  endless  Pelasgian  con- 
troversy Mommsen  hardly  enters  at  all.    For  that  controversy 
turns  almost  wholly  on  points  of  legend  or  tradition,  hardly 
at  all  on  Comparative  Philology.     But  the  Italians,  in  his 
view,  are  a  people  closely  allied  to  the  Hellenes,  and  they 
had  made  no  small  advances  in  cultivation  before  the  two 
stocks  parted   asunder.     The   Italian   stock   again   divides 
itself  into   two,   the   Latin   and   the   Umbro-Samnite,  the 
difference  between  which  he  compares  to  that  between  Ionic 
and    Doric    Grreek.      The    Umbro-Samnite    branch    again 
divides  itself  into  the  Oscan  and  the  Umbrian,  analogous, 
according  to  our  author,  to  the  Doric  of  Sicily  and  the  Doric 
of  Sparta.     Eome  is  a  city  purely  Latin,  and  the  head  of 
Latium.     The  Tiber  was  at  once  the  boundary  of  Latium 
against  the  Etruscan  stranger,  and  the  natural  highway  for 
the  primitive  commerce  of  the  early  Latins.     The  site  of 
Eome  thus  marks  it  out  as  at  once  the  commercial  capital 
of  Latium  and  the  great  bulwark  of  the  land  against  the 
Etruscan.    Such  was  the  earliest  mission  of  Eome.     It  may 
have  been  merely  by  a  happy  accident  that  one  of  the  Latin 
cities  was  placed  on  a  site  which  enabled  it  to  take  such  a 
mission  on  itself;  it  may  have  been  founded  expressly  to 
discharge  it,  either  by  the  common  will  of  the  Latin  con- 
federacy or  by  the  wisdom  of  some  clear-sighted  founder  of 
unrecorded  times.     Eome  may  have  been  either  the  eldest 
or  the  youngest  of  Latin  cities.     But   the   chances   seem 
greatly  in  favour  of  her  being  rather  the  child  than  the 
parent  of  the  League.     All  tradition  calls  Eome  an  Alban, 
that  is  a  Latin,  colony.     As  soon  as  we  get  anything  like 
a   glimpse   of   real   history,   we    find   Eome   essentially   a 
Latin  city,  we  find  her  unmistakeably  the  chief  among  the 
cities  of  Latium.     But  Eome  is  not  only  far  greater  than 
any  other  Latin  city ;  she  appears  as  something  in  a  manner 
outside  the  League  ;  we  find  her  in  the  very  position,  in 

*  [I  must  still  keep  as  clear  as  I  can  of  Etruscan  matters:  but  the 
latest  light  perhaps  tends  on  the  whole  to  aonnect  the  Etruscans  with 
tlic  Ligurians  rather  than  witli  the  Kalians.    1879.] 
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short,  which  was  likely  to  be  taken  by  a  younger  city  which 
had  outstripped  its  elders.  She  is  a  Latin  city,  she  is 
closely  bound  to  the  other  Latin  cities ;  but  she  is  hardly 
an  integral  member  of  their  confederacy  ;  in  the  times  of 
her  greatest  recorded  weakness  she  treats  with  the  League 
as  an  equal ;  the  single  city  of  Rome  is  placed  on  an  equal 
footing  with  the  whole  body  of  the  other  thirty.  And, 
through  the  advantage  which  a  single  powerful  state  always 
has  over  a  confederacy  of  smaller  states,  the  equal  alliance 
between  Rome  and  Latium  grew  into  a  practical  supremacy 
of  Rome  over  Latium.  Rome  clearly  held  this  power  under 
her  Kings,  and,  if  she  lost  it  by  her  revolution,  she  gained 
it  again  by  the  League  of  Spurius  Cassius.  Rome  and 
Latium  were  in  form  equal  allies ;  the  Hernicans  were 
united  in  the  League  on  the  same  terms ;  biit  it  is  impossible 
to  doubt  that  Rome  was  the  soul  of  the  confederacy  during 
the  whole  time  that  it  lasted.  The  ^quian  and  Volscian 
invasions  again  fell  far  more  heavily  upon  the  Latin  allies 
than  upon  Rome  herself.  Many  Latin  cities  were  wholly 
lost,  others  were  greatly  weakened.  All  this  would  of  course 
greatly  increase  the  proportionate  importance  of  Rome  ;  the 
Latins  would  be  led  to  look  more  and  more  to  Rome  as  the 
natural  head  of  their  nation,  and  to  seek,  not  for  independence, 
but  for  union  on  closer  and  juster  terms.  The  demands  of 
the  Latin  allies  at  the  outbreak  of  the  great  Latin  war  are 
the  best  comment  on  the  relations  between  Rome  and 
Latium.  Their  feeling  towards  Rome  was  clearly  that  of 
excluded  citizens  under  an  oligarchy,  rather  than  that  of 
an  oppressed  nation  under  a  foreign  government.  They  do 
not  ask  to  shake  off  the  Roman  yoke  or  to  forsake  the  Roman 
alliance  ;  what  they  ask  is  to  become  wht)lly  Roman  them- 
selves. They  are  ready  to  wipe  out  the  Latin  name  and  the 
separate  being  of  the  Latin  League.  Their  demands  are 
almost  the  same  as  the  demands  of  the  plebeians  in  Rome 
itself  hardly  a  generation  earlier.  As  the  Licinian  laws 
ordained  that  one  Consul  should  be  a  plebeian,  the  Latins 
now  asked  that  one  Consul  should  be  a  Latin.     The  Senate 
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was  to  be  half  Latin  ;  the  Latin  cities  would  probably  have 
been  reckoned  each  one  as  a  Roman  tribe.  Terms  like 
these  Rome  held  it  beneath  her  dignity  to  grant ;  but,  after 
the  conquest  of  Latium,  the  mass  of  the  Latin  nation  did 
gradually  gain  Roman  citizenship  in  one  way  or  another. 
This  is,  in  short,  the  constantly  "repeated  history  of  Rome  and 
her  allies,  from  the  earliest  to  the  latest  period.  Men  seek 
to  get  rid  of  their  bondage  to  Rome,  but  they  do  not  seek 
to  get  rid  of  it  by  setting  up  wholly  for  themselves  ;  what 
they  seek  is  to  become  Romans,  and,  as  Romans,  to  help  to 
rule  both  themselves  and  others.  The  first  recorded  struggle, 
that  between  patrician  and  plebeian,  was  in  its  beginning 
much  more  truly  a  struggle  between  distinct  nations  than  a 
struggle  between  different  orders  in  the  same  nation.  But 
the  demand  of  the  plebeians  was,  not  to  overthrow  the 
patrician  government,  but  to  win  a  share  in  it  for  themselves. 
It  was  only  in  some  desperate  moment,  when  every  demand 
was  refused,  that  they  resorted  to  the  extreme  measure  of  a 
'  secession ' ;  that  is,  they  threatened  to  leave  Rome,  and  to 
found  a  new  city  for  themselves.  On  the  struggle  between 
patrician  and  plebeian  followed  the  struggle  between  Roman 
and  Latin  ;  but  the  Latin  was  driven  into  a  war  against 
Rome  only  when  he  could  not  obtain  his  desire  of  incorpora- 
tion with  Rome.  The  Samnite  wars,  and  the  wars  with  the 
Etruscan,  Gaulish,  and  Epeirot  allies  of  Samnium,  brought 
the  whole  of  Italy  into  the  state  of  dependent  alliance  with 
Rome.  Italy  was  now  latinized  step  by  step ;  but  at  the 
same  time  the  yoke  of  Rome  was  found  to  be  no  light  one. 
Still  no  signs  are  seen  of  any  wish  to  throw  it  off,  except  in 
such  strange  exceptional  cases  as  the  solitary  revolts  of 
Falerii  and  Fregellse.  The  Italians  gradually  put  on  the 
feelings  of  Romans ;  like  the  plebeians,  like  the  Latins,  they 
sought  not  independence,  but  full  incorporation.  The  claims 
of  the  Italian  Allies  formed  the  most  important  political 
question  of  the  seventh  century  of  the  city.  The  rights  of 
the  Italians,  admitted  by  the  best  men  both  of  the  senatorial 
and  of  the  democratic  party,  were  opposed  to  the  vulgar 
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prejudices  of  Senate  and  People  alike.  When  each  party 
alike  had  failed  them,  then  the  Allies  took  arms,  not  for 
Samnite  or  Marsian  independence,  but  for  a  New  Rome  of 
their  own,  a  premature  republican  Constantinople,  the  city 
Italy.  This  New  Rome,  like  the  Old,  had  its  Senate,  its 
Consuls,  its  Prastors,  its  citizenship  shared  by  every  member 
of  the  allied  commonwealths.  Like  the  Latins  of  the  fifth 
century,  the  Italians  of  the  seventh  were  at  last  admitted 
piecemeal  to  the  rights  for  which  they  strove.  Every  Italian 
was  now  a  Roman  ;  save  where  Hellenic  influence  had  taken 
lasting  root,  all  Italy  was  now  latinized.  But  by  this  time 
vast  regions  out  of  Italy  had  begun  to  be  latinized  also. 
Latin  civilization  spread  over  Spain,  Gaul,  and  Africa  ;  the 
policy  of  the  Emperors  tended  to  break  down  the  distinction 
between  citizen  and  provincial,  and  at  last  the  franchise  of 
the  Roman  city  was  extended  to  all  the  subjects  of  the  Roman 
Empire.  Western  Europe  became  thoroughly  romanized ; 
even  the  Greek  and  his  Eastern  proselytes  became  Roman  in 
political  feeling,  and  learned  to  glory  in  that  Roman  name 
to  which  some  of  them  still  cleave.  Through  the  whole  of 
this  long  series  of  centuries,  all  who  come  in  contact  with 
the  original  Romulean  city, — the  plebeian,  the  Latin,  the 
Italian,  at  last  the  inhabitants  of  the  whole  Mediterranean 
world, — all,  one  by  one,  obtained  the  Roman  name ;  and 
none  of  them  willingly  forsook  it. 

From  Mommsen's  treatment  of  the  primaeval  archaeology 
we  naturally  pass  to  another  of  his  strongest  points,  his  treat- 
ment of  what  we  may  call  the  diplomatic  history  of  Rome. 
In  Rome's  gradual  march  to  universal  empire  two  great 
stages  are  marked,  the  complete  subjugation  of  Italy  and 
the  conquest  of  Macedonia  at  the  battle  of  Pydna.  Mommsen 
wholly  throws  aside  the  notion  that  the  Roman  Senate  and 
People  acted  through  successive  centuries  on  any  deliberate 
and  systematic  scheme  of  universal  dominion.  War  and 
conquest  were  undoubtedly  as  agreeable  to  them  as  thev 
have  commonly  been  to  most  other  nations  ;  but  tlieir  distant 
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conquests  were  in  some  cases  almost  forced  upon  them,  and 
they  often  drifted  into  foreign  wars  as  much  through  the 
result  of  circumstances  as  from  any  deliberate  intent.  It 
certainly  seems  to  have  been  so  throughout  the  time  of 
Rome's  greatest  glory.  Rome  was  at  the  true  height  of 
her  greatness,  within  and  without,  in  the  fifth  and  sixth 
centuries  of  her  history.  The  days  of  her  early  civil  strife 
were  over ;  the  days  of  her  later  civil  strife  had  not  yet  come. 
The  old  political  struggle  between  patrician  and  plebeian  had 
become  a  thing  of  the  past,  and  the  far  more  fearful  struggle 
between  rich  and  poor  was  still  a  thing  of  the  future.  The 
Romans  of  those  ages  not  only  knew  how  to  win  victories, 
they  had  learned  the  far  harder  lesson  how  to  bear  defeat. 
The  victories  of  Pyrrhos  and  Hannibal  would  have  broken 
the  spirit  of  almost  any  other  nation  of  any  age.  But  the 
endurance  of  Rome  was  never  shaken;  she  could  dare  to 
proclaim  publicly  in  her  forum,  '  We  have  been  overcome 
in  a  great  battle,'  and  her  Senators  could  go  forth  to  thank 
the  defeated  demagogue  *  who  had  not  despaired  of  the 
Republic.  Her  political  constitution  may  seem  an  anomaly  ; 
the  system  which  set  the  sovereign  Senate  side  by  side  with  the 
no  less  sovereign  popular  Assembly,  which  made  the  Consul 
all-powerful  to  act,  the  Tribune  all-powerful  to  forbid,  may 
seem  inconsistent,  impracticable,  unable  to  be  worked.  But 
the  proof  of  the  Rwnan  system  is  seen  in  two  centuries 
stained  by  nothing  worthy  to  be  called  civil  strife  ;  it  is 
seen  in  the  conquest  of  Italy,  in  the  driving  back  of  Pyrrhos 
and  of  Hannibal,  in  tributary  Carthage  and  tributary  Mace- 
donia. What  the  Roman  system  in  these  ages  really  was 
is  shown  by  the  men  whom  it  brought  forth ;  men  always 
great  enough,  and  never  too  great ;  men  ready  to  serve  their 
country,  but  never  dreaming  of  enslaving  it.  What  the 
true  Roman  national  being  was  is  shown  to  us  in  the 
hereditary  virtues  of  the  Decii  and  the  Fabii,  in  the  long- 
descended  Scipio  and  in  the  lowly-born  Curius  and  Regulus  ; 

*  Mommsen  seems  to  us  unduly  harsh  on  M.  Terentius  Vano,  as  well 
as  on  C.  Flaminins.     Arnold  docs  them  far  more  justice. 
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we  see  it  allied  with  Grecian  culture  in  Titus  Quinctius 
Flamininus  and  standing  forth  in  old  Italian  simplicity  in 
Marcus  Porcius  Cato.  Kome  in  these  ages  bore  her  full  crop 
of  statesmen  and  soldiers,  magistrates  and  orators,  ready  to 
be  the  rulers  of  one  year  and  the  subjects  of  the  next.  But 
as  yet  she  brought  forth  neither  a  traitor  nor  a  tyrant,  nor, 
in  any  but  the  older  and  nobler  sense,  a  demagogue.  To 
this  splendid  period  Mommsen  is  far  from  doing  full  justice  ; 
he  understands,  but  he  does  not  always  feel ;  his  narrative 
constantly  seems  cold  and  tame  after  that  of  Arnold.  We 
miss  the  brilliant  picture  of  the  great  men  of  the  fifth 
century ;  *  we  miss  the  awful  vision  of  Hannibal ;  f  we  miss 
the  pictures  of  Gracchus  and  his  enfranchised  slaves  and 
of  Nero's  march  to  the  '  fateful  stream '  of  the  Metaurus. 
Both  tell  us  how  the  old  Marcellus  died  by  a  snare  which  a 
youth  might  have  avoided  ;  but  in  how  different  a  strain ! 
IMommsen  gives  us  indeed  the  facts  with  all  truth  and 
clearness  : 

'Bei  einer  unbedeutenden  Eecognoscirung  wurden  beide  Consuln  von 
einer  Abtheilung  africanisclier  Reiter  iiberfallen ;  Marcellus,  schon  ein 
Sechziger,  fochte  tapfer  den  ungleichen  Kampf,  bis  er  sterbend  vom  Pferde 
sank;  Crispinus  entkam,  starb  aber  an  den  im  Gefecht  empfangendeu 
Wunden.'  % 

Turn  we  now  to  Arnold  : 

*  Crispinus  and  the  young  Marcellus  rode  in  covered  with  blood  and  fol- 
lowed by  the  scattered  survivors  of  the  party ;  but  Marcellus,  six  times 
consul,  the  bravest  and  stoutest  of  soldiers,  who  had  dedicated  the  spoils 
of  the  Gaulish  king,  slain  by  his  own  hand,  to  Jupiter  Feretrius  in  the 
Capitol,  was  lying  dead  on  a  nameless  hill ;  and  his  arras  and  body  were 
Hannibal's.'  § 

The  policy  of  Rome  during  these  two  glorious  ages  had, 
according  to  Mommsen,  for  its  primary  object,  first  to  win 
and  then  to  hold,  a  firm  dominion  in  Italy.  Its  dealings 
with  the  provinces  and  with  foreign  states  were  simlpy  means 
to  secure  this  primary  end.      Italy  was  won ;    its  various 

♦  Arnold,  ii.  272.  t  Ibid.  iii.  70. 

%  Mommsen,  i.  464.  §  Arnold,  iii.  354. 
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states  were  brought  to  the  condition  of  dependent  allies. 
This  condition  deprived  them  of  all  practical  sovereignty, 
and  made  them  in  all  their  external  relations  the  passive 
subjects  of  Eome.  But  they  kept  their  own  local  govern- 
ments ;  they  served  Eome  with  men,  not  with  money  ;  and 
Rome's  constant  wars  gave  their  individual  citizens  many 
chances  of  winning  both  wealth  and  honour.  Doubtless,  as 
they  had  constantly  more  and  more  to  do  with  distant 
nations,  they  began  to  feel  a  wider  Italian  patriotism,  and  to 
glory  in  the  triumphs  which  they  had  helped  to  win  for  the 
greatest  of  Italian  cities.  This  feeling  on  the  one  hand,  and 
on  the  other  hand  the  occasional  excesses  of  Roman  officers 
in  more  degenerate  times,  combined  to  bring  about  that 
yearning  after  full  Roman  citizenship  which  we  have  so  often 
spoken  of  already.  The  old  Latin  League  was  no  longer  in 
being  ;  some  of  its  states  had  vanished  from  the  earth,  others 
had  been  incorporated  with  Rome.  But  its  place  was  in  a 
manner  filled  by  those  Latin  colonies,  those  children  of 
Rome,  on  which,  for  some  not  very  apparent  reason,  the  Latin, 
and  not  the  full  Roman,  franchise  was  bestowed.  These 
were,  in  fact,  Roman  garrisons,  scattered  over  the  peninsula, 
serving  to  watch  over  the  allied  states,  and  to  keep  them  in 
due  dependence.  Such  was  the  state  of  things  from  the 
Rubico  to  the  Strait  of  Messina.  But  for  the  full  and  safe 
possession  of  Italy  something  more  was  needed.  Italy  had 
no  natural  frontier  nearer  than  the  Alps ;  Cisalpine  Gaul 
was  therefore  to  be  conquered.  And,  looking  beyond  the 
Hadriatic  and  the  Libyan  Sea,  Rome  had  to  settle  her 
relations  with  the  Carthaginian  republic  and  the  Macedonian 
kingdom.  The  balance  of  power  was  in  tliose  days  an  idea 
altogether  unknown.  To  a  modern  statesman,  could  he 
have  been  carried  into  the  third  century  before  Christ,  the 
great  problem  would  have  been  to  keep  up  such  a  balance 
between  Rome,  Carthage,  and  Macedonia.  No  rational 
English,  French,  or  Russian  diplomatist  wishes  to  make  any 
one  of  the  other  countries  subject  or  tributary  to  his  own ; 
his  object  is  not  positively  to  weaken  the  rival  state,  but 
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merely  to  keep  down  any  undue  encroachment.  But,  from 
a  Roman  point  of  view,  for  Rome  to  be  strong  it  was  needful 
that  Carthage  and  Macedonia  should  be  positively  weak. 
It  may  perhaps  be  doubted  whether  the  modern  system  does 
not  bring  about  just  as  many  material  evils  as  the  other ; 
but  the  two  theories  are  quite  different.  A  war  between 
Rome  and  Carthage  could  end  only  in  the  overthrow,  or  at 
least  the  deep  humiliation,  of  one  or  other  of  the  contending 
powers.  But  let  any  two  great  European  powers  go  to  \\ar 
to-morrow,  and  the  result  will  certainly  not  be  that  either  will 
cease  to  be  the  seat  of  a  powerful  and  independent  state.  But, 
in  the  view  of  a  Roman  statesman,  Italy  could  not  be  strong 
save  at  the  direct  cost  of  Carthage  and  Macedonia.  A  first 
war  with  Rome,  like  a  modern  war,  led  at  most  only  to  a 
payment  in  money  or  to  the  loss  of  some  distant  dependency  ; 
but  a  second  led  to  the  loss  of  political  independence ;  a 
third  led  to  utter  overthrow.  Thus  the  first  Punic  War  cost 
Carthage  Sicily  and  Sardinia,  the  second  made  Carthage  a 
dependent  state,  the  third  swept  her  away  from  the  face  of 
the  earth.  The  results  of  the  first  Macedonian  War  were 
almost  wholly  diplomatic ;  the  second  brought  Macedonia 
down  to  the  dependent  relation ;  the  third  swept  away  the 
kingdom  and  cut  it  up  into  four  separate  commonwealths ; 
the  fourth,  if  it  deserves  the  name,  made  Macedonia  a  Roman 
province.  The  difference  in  the  processes  of  the  two  con- 
quests is  a  good  commentary  on  Mommsen's  theory.  The 
problem  was  for  Rome  to  preserve  a  direct  and  unshaken 
dominion  over  Italy  ;  everything  beyond  that  was  only  means 
to  an  end.  But  Sicily  and  Sardinia  were  natural  appendages 
of  Italy  ;  their  possession  by  a  state  of  equal  rank  might  be 
directly  dangerous.  Rome  therefore  called  on  Carthage  to 
give  them  up,  Sicily  by  the  terms  of  peace  with  Carthage, 
Sardinia  as  the  price  of  its  continuance  a  few  years  after. 
Their  possession  was  almost  as  necessary  as  the  possession  of 
Cisalpine  Gaul.  But  Macedonia  had  no  such  threatening 
colonies.  The  first  treaty  with  Philip  was  concluded  nearly 
on   equal   terms;     the    Macedonian    frontier    was    simply 
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'  rectified '  by  the  loss  of  some  points  and  the  addition  of 
others.  Macedonia  too  had  to  pass  through  a  more  gradual 
descent  than  Carthage.  Even  the  third  war,  the  war  of 
Pydna,  did  not  involve  destruction,  or  even  formal  incor- 
poration with  the  Roman  dominion  ;  for  Macedonia  had  sent 
no  Hannibal  to  Cannae,  and  her  total  humiliation  was  not  so 
clearly  an  Italian  necessity  as  the  humiliation  of  Carthage. 
The  original  Roman  system  then  was  to  maintain  direct 
rule  in  Italy  ;  to  endure  no  equal  power,  but  to  weaken  all 
neighbouring  states,  to  reduce  them  to  what  Mommsen  calls 
the  condition  of  clientage.  But  it  is  evident  that  this  system 
could  not  fail  to  lead  Rome  more  and  more  into  the  whirl- 
pool of  distant  conquest.  It  is  just  like  our  own  dominion  in 
India,  where  we  have  our  immediate  provinces  and  our  client 
princes  answering  exactly  to  those  of  Rome.  In  either  case, 
when  intermeddling  has  once  begun,  there  is  no  way  to  stop 
it.  Policy,  or  even  sheer  self-defence,  leads  to  one  conquest ; 
that  conquest  leads  to  another ;  till  at  last  annexation  is  loved 
for  its  own  sake;  the  independent  state  becomes  a  dependency, 
and  the  dependency  becomes  a  province.  The  Roman  policy 
of  surrounding  Italy  with  a  circle  of  weak  states  did  not 
answer ;  it  laid  her  open  all  the  sooner  to  the  necessity  of  a 
struggle  with  the  powerful  states  which  still  remained  behind. 
Macedonia  was  made,  first  a  dependency  and  then  a  province  ; 
this  only  made  it  needful  as  the  next  stage  to  do  the  like  by 
Syria.  The  like  was  done  by  Syria ;  that  only  made  it  need- 
ful to  try  to  do  the  like  by  Parthia,  with  which  the  like  could  not 
be  done.  In  this  last  particular  case,  Mommsen  shows  very 
clearly  that  the  result  of  the  Roman  policy  was  hurtful  both  to 
the  immediate  interests  of  Rome  and  to  the  general  interests  of 
the  world.  The  monarchy  of  the  Seleukids,  the  truest  heirs 
of  Alexander's  empire,  whatever  else  it  was,  was  at  least,  then 
and  there,  champion  of  European  cultivation.  It  was  the 
bulwark  of  the  West  against  the  East,  the  follower  of  Mil- 
tiades  and  Agesilaos,  the  forerunner  of  Leo  the  Isaurian  and 
Don  John  of  Austria.  Now  the  policy  of  Rome  brought  the 
Syrian  monarchy  to  precisely  that  point  in  which  the  King 
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of  Antioch  could  no  longer  defend  his  own  eastern  borders, 
and  in  which  it  was  not  as  yet  either  the  clear  duty  or  the 
clear  interest  of  Rome  to  defend  them  for  him.  The  effect  of 
this  is  pointed  out  by  Mommsen  in  a  brilliant  passage, 
which  shows  how  well  he  understands  the  relation  of  his  own 
immediate  subject  to  the  general  history  of  the  world. 

*  Diese  Uniwandlung  der  VolkerverhiiUnisse  im  innoreii  Asien  ist  der 
Wendepunct  in  der  Geschichte  des  Alterthums.  Statt  der  Volkerfluth, 
die  bisher  von  Wcsten  nach  Osten  sicli  ergosscn  und  in  dem  grossen 
Alexander  ihren  letzten  und  hoclisten  Aiisdruck  gefunden  hatte,  beginnt 
die  Ebbe.  Seit  der  Partherstaat  besteht,  isL  nicht  bloss  verloren,  was  in 
Caktrien  und  am  Indus  etwa  nocb  von  bellcnischen  Eleraenten  sich 
erhalten  liaben  mijclite,  sondern  auch  das  westliche  Iran  weiclit  wieder 
zuriick  in  das  seit  Jahihunderten  verlassene,  aber  noch  nicht  verwischte 
Geleise.  Der  romische  Senat  opfert  das  erste  wescntliche  Ergebniss  der 
Politik  Alexanders  und  leitet  damit  jene  rticklaufige  Bewegung  ein,  deren 
letzten  Auslaufer  im  Alliambra  von  Granada  and  in  der  grossen  Moschee 
von  Constantinopel  endigen.  So  lange  nocb  das  Land  von  Eagae  und 
Persepolis  bis  zum  Mittelmeer  dem  Ronig  von  Antiocheia  gehorcbte, 
erstreckte  auch  Eoms  Macht  sich  bis  an  die  Grenze  der  grossen  Wiiste ; 
der  Partherstaat,  nicht  vpeil  er  so  gar  machtig  war,  sondern  well  er  fern  von 
der  Kiiste,  im  inneren  Asien  seinen  Schwerpunct  land,  konnte  niemals 
eintreten  in  die  Clientel  des  Mittelmeerreiches.  Seit  Alexander  hatte  die 
Welt  den  Occidentalen  allein  gehort  und  der  Orient  shien  fiir  diese  nur  zu 
sein  was  spater  Amerika  und  Australien  fiir  die  Europaer  warden ;  mit 
Mithradates  trat  er  wieder  ein  in  den  Kreis  der  politischen  Bewegung. 
Die  Welt  hatte  wieder  zwei  Herren.'  * 

But  mixed  up  with  much  of  the  policy  of  Rome's  Eastern 
dealings  there  was  undoubtedly  a  large  amount  of  what 
would  nowadays  be  called  philhellenic  feeling.  That  the 
Roman  Senate,  as  Bishop  Thirlwall  says,  surpassed  all 
recorded  governments  in  diplomatic  skill,  we  can  readily 
admit ;  and  yet  we  need  not  attribute  all  their  doings  to 
some  unfathomably  subtle  line  of  policy.  To  hold  that 
Rome  acted,  through  a  long  series  of  years,  on  a  deliberate 

*  Vol.  ii.  p.  59.  We  are  not  quite  sure  however  that  Mommsen  has  not 
too  closely  identified  the  Parthian  dominion  with  the  native  Persian  race 
and  religion.  The  rise  of  Parthia  was,  as  he  describes  it,  a  great  reaction 
of  the  East  against  the  West.  But  the  Parthians  seem  to  have  been 
not  wholly  beyond  the  influence  either  of  Greek  cultivation  or  of 
Christianity.  The  final  blow  was  struck  when  a  really  national  Persian 
state  rose  again  in  the  third  century  a.d. 
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plan  of  gradual  conquest — that  she  systematically  made  use 
of  her  allies,  and  cast  them  off  when  they  were  done  with — 
that  she  formed  a  league  with  a  state  with  the  settled 
purpose  of  reducing  it  to  a  dependency  in  the  next  genera- 
tion, and  to  a  province  in  the  generation  after  that, — to 
think  all  this  is  really  to  clothe  what  is  after  all  an 
abstraction  with  rather  too  much  of  the  attributes  of  a 
living  and  breathing  man.  The  characteristics  both  of  the 
Boman  nation  and  of  particular  Eoman  families  have  so 
strong  a  tendency  to  pass  on  from  father  to  son  that  Rome 
does  seem  clothed  with  something  more  like  a  personal 
being  than  almost  any  other  state.  Venice  and  Bern  are 
the  two  nearest  parallels  in  later  times.  But  the  policy 
even  of  Rome  or  Venice  still,  after  all,  means  the  policy  of 
the  men  who  at  any  given  time  took  the  lead  in  the  Eomau 
or  Venetian  commonwealth.  Even  in  those  grave  Senates 
everything  was  not  so  much  matter  of  precedent  and  tradition 
that  no  fluctuating  circumstances,  no  individual  passions, 
could  ever  affect  their  counsels.  States,  like  individuals — 
for  the  decisions  of  states  are  really  the  decisions  of  indivi- 
duals— commonly  act  from  mixed  motives ;  and,  as  most 
men  would  feel  no  small  difficulty  in  analysing  their  own 
motives,  we  may  feel  still  more  difficulty  in  analysing  those 
of  the  Roman  Senate.  So  much  generosity  as  to  shut  out 
all  thought  for  self,  so  much  selfishness  as  to  shut  out  all 
thought  for  others,  are  both  of  them  the  exception  in  human 
affairs.  To  act  generously,  provided  it  does  no  great  harm 
to  yourself,  is,  we  fancy,  the  commonest  rule  both  with  rulers 
and  with  private  men.  There  is  no  need  to  think  that,  when 
Flamininus  proclaimed  the  freedom  of  Greece,  it  was  mere 
hypocrisy  on  the  part  either  of  him  or  of  his  government. 
But  we  cannot  think  that  either  Flamininus  or  the  Roman 
Senate  would  knowingly  have  sacrificed  a  jot  of  Rome's  real 
power  or  real  interest  to  any  dream  of  philhellenic  generosity. 
It  is  easy  however  to  see  that  a  strong  philhellenic  feeling 
did  really  exist  in  the  mind  of  Flamininus  and  of  many  other 
Romans  of  his   day.     (rreece    was   then    newly  opened  to 
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Roman  inquirers ;  Greek  civilization  and  literature  were 
beginninf^  to  make  a  deep  impression  upon  the  Roman 
mind,  botli  for  good  and  for  evil.  The  famous  cities  of 
Greece  had  already  become  places  of  intellectual  pilgrimage. 
The  natural  result  was  that,  for  at  least  a  generation,  both 
Greek  allies  and  Greek  enemies  received  better  treatment 
than  allies  or  enemies  of  any  other  race.  Achaia  and 
Athens  were  favoured,  and,  as  it  were,  humoured,  to  the 
highest  degree  that  was  not  clearly  inconsistent  with 
Roman  interests.  But  the  tide  must  have  turned  not  a 
little  before  Mummius  destroyed  Corinth,  even  before  Lucius 
^milius  Paulliis  was  forced,  against  his  will,  to  destroy 
the  Epeirot  cities.  Mommsen,  Ave  should  remark,  by  no 
means  shares  or  approves  of  the  philhellenism  of  the  victor 
of  Kynoskephale.  He  has  throughout  a  way  of  dealing 
more  freely  with  established  heroes,  of  casting  about  censure 
with  a  more  unsparing  hand,  than  is  altogether  consistent 
with  the  sort  of  vague  and  half  superstitious  reverence 
with  which  one  cannot  help  looking  on  the  men  of  old. 
Indeed,  he  sometimes  passes  from  criticism  and  censure 
into  the  regions  of  sarcasm,  almost  of  mockery ;  he  de- 
liberately quizzes  '  Plutarch's  men '  with  as  little  compunc- 
tion as  Punch  quizzes  the  men  of  our  own  time.  Con- 
temj)orary  events  have  brought  this  home  very  strongly  to 
our  mind.  While  reading  Mommsen's  account  of  what  we 
may  call  the  Lord  High  Commissionership  of  Titus  Quinctius 
riamininus,  we  could  more  than  once  have  fancied  that  we 
were  reading  an  attack  in  some  English  paper  on  him  whom 
modern  Hellas  delights  to  honour  as  o  7re/3t<^7?/xo9  koX  (^CkeWrjv 
TXdSarwv* 

Mommsen,  following  Polybios,  makes  the  battle  of  Pydna 
one  great  stage  in  his  history.  Rome's  work  of  conquest 
was  now  practically  over  ;  there  was  now  little  left  to  do 
but  to  gather  in  the  spoil.     She  had  yet  many  battles  to 

*  [In  1859  Mr.  Gladstone's  mission  to  the  Ionian  Islands  was  fresh  in 
men's  minds.  After  twenty  years  the  title  is  still  more  thoroughly 
deserved.    1879.] 
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fight,  many  provinces  to  win,  but  there  was  no  longer  any 
Mediterranean  power  able  to  contend  with  her  on  equal 
terms  for  the  lordship  of  the  Mediterranean  world.  And 
now  she  began  to  show  how  little  fitted  her  constitution 
was  to  administer  an  universal  empire.  Men  commonly 
look  to  this  period  of  Roman  history  for  arguments  for  or 
against  monarchy,  aristocracy,  or  democracy.  Possibly  all 
such  may  be  found ;  but  the  most  truly  instructive  lesson 
which  it  teaches  is  one  into  which  those  questions  do  not 
immediately  enter.  That  lesson  is  one  which,  to  the 
nineteenth  century,  has  become  almost  matter  of  curiosity  ; 
but  it  was  a  practical  lesson  as  long  as  Venice  ruled  over 
Corfu  and  Kephallenia,  as  long  as  Yaud  obeyed  the  bidding 
of  the  oligarchy  of  Bern.  That  lesson  is  this,  one  well  set 
forth  by  Mommsen  in  several  passages,  that  a  municipal 
government  is  unfitted  to  discharge  the  functions  of  a  ruler.* 
Such  a  municipal  government  may  be  either  aristocratic  or 
democratic ;  but  in  either  case  it  governs  solely  in  the 
interest  of  the  ruling  city.  It  need  not  be  tyrannical — 
Bern  was  far  from  being  so ;  but  the  subject  states,  the 
provinces  or  dependencies,  have  no  share  in  their  own 
government,  and  their  interest  is  not  the  object  of  those  who 
rule  them.  This  warning  will  of  course  apply  to  all  states 
which  hold  colonies  or  dependencies  ;  but  the  cause  is  not  the 
same.  The  Eoman  Government,  with  its  Senate,  its  popular 
Assembly,  its  annually  elected  magistrates,  was  a  government 
essentially  municipal ;  it  was  fitted  only  for  the  government 
of  a  single  city.  It  had  indeed,  as  if  its  founders  had  foreseen 
the  danger,  something  of  a  representative  element  from  the 
beginning.  The  ruling  principle  of  the  ancient  city  govern- 
ments, aristocratic  and  democratic  alike,  was,  we  need 
hardly  say,  that  every  member  of  the  ruling  body,  be  that 
body   the    widest   democracy   or   the  narrowest    oligarchy, 

*  [This  is  in  no  way  inconsistent  with  what  was  said  in  an  earlier  Essay 
(see  above,  p.  16 1 )  as  to  the  Athenian  government  of  dependencies.  It  was 
not  argued  that  it  was  positively  good,  but  simply  that  it  was  better  than 
most  others,  I'ar  better  than  any  other  of  its  own  time.] 
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should  have  his  personal  share  in  the  government,  that  he 
should  give  his  direct  vote  in  the  sovereign  Assembly.  But 
the  territory  of  the  Roman  city  spread,  at  a  very  early  time, 
over  a  region  far  too  wide  to  allow  every  Roman  citizen  to 
appear  habitually  in  the  comiiia.  Had  the  voting  gone  by 
heads,  the  dwellers  in  the  city  would  have  had  it  all  their 
own  way.  This  was  hindered  by  the  tribe  system.  Each  of 
the  thirty-five  tribes  had  one  vote.  On  the  day  fixed  for  an 
election  or  for  voting  on  a  law,  half  a  dozen  citizens  from  a 
distant  tribe  had  the  same  voice  as  the  hundreds  or  thousands 
of  a  nearer  one.  In  fact,  as  Niebuhr  suggests,  those  half- 
dozen  rural  voters  might  really  be  the  chosen  delegates  of 
the  hundreds  or  thousands  of  their  neighbours.  Hence  the 
importance  of  the  legislation  of  Appius  Claudius  and  of  the 
counter-legislation  of  Fabius  and  Decius.  Appius  divided 
the  freedmen,  the  turha  forensis,  the  Lambeth  and  Tower 
Hamlets  of  Rome,  among  all  the  then  existing  tribes ;  that  is, 
he  put  the  votes  of  all  the  tribes  into  their  hands.  Fabius  and 
Decius  removed  them  all  into  the  four  city  tribes,  so  that 
they  could  command  four  votes  only.  But,  even  with  this 
modification,  the  Roman  popular  Assembly  became,  what  the 
Ekklesia  never  became  at  Athens,  a  body  utterly  unmanage- 
able, which  could  only  cry  '  Yea,  yea,'  to  the  proposals  of  the 
magistrates,  and  in  which  debate  was  out  of  the  question. 
And,  after  all.  Senate  and  Assembly  alike  represented  purely 
Roman  interests  ;  the  Allies,  still  less  the  provinces,  had  no 
voice  in  either  body.  It  was  as  if  the  liverymen  of  London 
were  to  pass  laws  and  appoint  to  offices  for  the  whole 
United  Kingdom.  Under  the  municipal  system  of  Rome 
there  was  no  help.  Had  Italy  and  the  world  been  received 
into  the  old  tribes,  or  mapped  out  into  new  tribes,  it  would 
only  have  made  the  Assembly  yet  more  unwieldy  than  it 
was  already.  A  representative  or  a  federal  system  would 
have  solved  the  problem  without  any  sacrifice  of  freedom. 
But  a  representative  system  the  ancient  world  never  knew ; 
though  the  Achaian,  the  Lykian,  though,  as  we  have  seen,  the 
Roman  system  itself,  hovered  on  the  verge  of  it.  Federalism 
was  indeed  at  work  in  its  most  perfect  form  in  Lykia  and 
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Achaia ;  but  it  would  have  been  vain  to  ask  Roman  pride 
to  allow  conquered  nations  to  set  up  Senates  and  Assemblies 
of  equal  rank  with  those  of  Rome  herself.  The  monarchy  of 
the  Cfesars  cut  the  knot  in  another  way  :  the  provincial  could 
not  be  raised  to  the  level  of  the  citizen,  but  the  citizen  could 
be  dragged  down  to  the  level  of  the  provincial.  Both  now 
found  a  common  master.  The  provincials  no  doubt  gained 
by  the  change.  It  is  indeed  true  that  the  municipal  origin 
of  the  Roman  Empire,  and  the  covert  way  in  which  monarchy 
gradually  crept  in  under  republican  forms,  caused  the  capital 
always  to  keep  an  undue  importance,  and  made,  first  Rome 
and  then  Constantinople,  to  flourish  at  the  cost  of  the 
provinces.  But  this  evil  was  far  less  under  the  Empire  than 
it  had  been  under  the  Republic.  The  best  Emperors  did 
what  they  could  to  rule  in  the  interest  of  the  whole  Empire, 
and  the  worst  Emperors  were  most  dangerous  to  those  to 
whom  they  were  nearest.  The  overthrow  of  the  Roman 
Republic,  the  establishment  of  the  Cgesarean  despotism,  was 
the  overthrow  of  the  very  life  of  the  Roman  city ;  but  to 
the  Roman  Empire  it  was  a  bitter  remedy  for  a  yet  more 
bitter  disease.  It  proves  nothing  whatever  in  favour  of 
despotism  against  liberty  ;  it  establishes  no  law  that  de- 
mocracy must  lead  to  military  monarchy.  Athens  and 
Schwyz  had  to  bend  to  foreign  invaders ;  but  no  Prytanis 
or  Landammann  ever  wrought  a  coup-d'etat  What  the  later 
history  of  Rome  does  prove  is  that  a  single  city  cannot 
govern  an  empire  ;  that  for  a  subject  province  one  master  is 
less  to  be  dreaded  than  seven  hundred  thousand.  Those 
seven  hundred  thousand  citizens  were,  among  themselves,  a 
frantic  mob  rather  than  an  orderly  democracy :  as  against 
the  millions  of  Roman  subjects  from  the  Ocean  to  the 
Euphrates,  they  were  an  oligarchy  as  narrow  and  exclusive 
as  if  they  had  all  been  written  in  the  Golden  Book  of  Venice. 
The  experience  of  the  last  age  of  Roman  history  proves 
nothing  against  any  form  of  freedom,  be  it  Athenian  de- 
mocracy, English  monarchy,  or  Swiss  or  Achaian  federalism. 
If  it  has  any  immediate  practical  warning  for  om-  own 
tim(%  it  is  a  warning  against  the  claims  of  overgrown  capitals. 
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It  has  lately  become  the  fashion  to  call  the  seat  of  govern- 
ment the  'metropolis,'  and  the  rest  of  the  kingdom  the 
'  provinces' ;  names  unknown  to  English  law,  and  foreign  to 
all  English  feeling.  If  we  begin  to  give  eight  members  to 
the  Tower  Hamlets,  the  words  may  perhaps  begin  to  have 
a  meaning ;  and  Manchester  and  Arundel,  Caithness  and 
Tipperary,  may  alike  have  to  look  out  for  a  Fabius  and  a 
Decius  to  deliver  them  from  the  turha  forensis  of  a  single 
overgrown  city.* 

*  [Since  this  was  written  we  have  had  another  Refoiin  Bill,  which, 
though  it  has  incrensed  the  number  of  'metropolitan'  members,  has  not 
done  so  to  any  frightful  extent.  It  has  always  struck  me  that,  though 
members  should  not  be  given  or  refused  to  places  in  the  haphazard  way  in 
which  they  still  are,  even  after  the  last  changes,  it  would  none  the  less  be 
a  mistake  to  allot  members  in  exact  proportion  to  numbers.  I  could  never 
agree  to  jumble  together  towns  and  counties,  large  towns  and  small  towns, 
without  regard  to  their  distinct  feelings  and  interests.  And  the  greater  a 
constituency  is,  the  fewer  members  it  needs  in  proportion  to  its  numbers, 
because  it  has  greater  means  of  influencing  Parliament  and  the  country  in 
other  ways.  In  the  case  of  London  this  reaches  its  height;  every  member 
of  Parliament  is  in  some  sort  member  for  London ;  his  mind  is  open  to 
London  feelings  and  influences  in  a  way  in  which  it  is  not  open  to  influences 
from  Cornwall,  Galway,  or  Orkney.  The  money  of  the  jieople  of  Galway 
and  Orkney  is  very  likely  to  be  spent  on  subjects  which  concern  only  the 
people  of  London  ;  the  money  of  the  people  of  London  is  not  at  all  likely 
to  be  spent  on  objects  which  concern  only  the  people  of  Galway  or  Orkney. 
The  interests  of  the  smaller  constituencies  need  therefore  to  be  protected 
in  the  House  by  giving  them  a  proportionately  larger  number  of  members. 
But  this  object  is  not  fairly  reached  by  giving,  as  at  present,  members  purely 
at  random  to  certain  towns,  while  other  towns  of  the  same  class  are  without 
any.  The  true  solvent  is  the  grouping  of  the  smaller  towns  for  electoral  pur- 
poses. In  strictness  of  speech,  London,  though  the  capital  of  England  and 
of  the  United  Kingdom,  is  the  metropolis  of  nothing  except  its  own  colonj' 
Londonderry.  The  parliamentary  and  vulgar  use  of  the  word  '  metropolis ' 
most  likely  comes  from  the  fact  that,  while  '  London '  would  in  leo^al 
language  mean  nothing  but  the  City  of  London,  a  word  was  wanted  to  express 
that  great  collection  of  houses  which  forms  London  in  the  jxjpular  and 
practical  sense.  As  for  *  jjroviuces,'  the  application  of  the  name  to  any 
part  of  Great  Britain,  except  in  an  ecclesiastical  sense,  is  simply  insulting. 
A  province  is  a  subject  state  ruled  by  a  Proconsul,  Satrap,  or  Viceroy. 
The  word  has  no  meaning  in  an  island  every  corner  of  which  has  equal 
rights.  How  far  Ireland,  as  long  as  she  cleaves  to  the  obsolete  pageant  of 
a  nominal  Satrap,  may  not  be  looked  on  as  sinking  to  the  level  of  a  province 
of  her  own  free  will,  is  another  question.     1873.] 
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MOMMSEN'S  HISTORY  OF  ROME.* 

FivE-AND-TWENTY  ycars  ago  the  Roman  History  of  Niebuhr  was 
dominant  at  Oxford.  An  examination  in  Livy  was  practically  an 
examination  in  Niebuhr.  If  any  shrank  from  the  task  of  getting  up 
Niebuhr  himself  in  the  crib — few  in  those  days  ventured  on  the  High- 
Dutch  text — to  such  Arnold  acted  as  the  prophet  of  Niebuhr.  Men  whom 
oceans  now  separate  took  in  those  days  sweet  counsel  together,  in  college 
gardens  or  by  the  banks  of  canals,  strengthening  each  other's  memory  in  the 
wars  of  the  ^quians  and  Volscians  as  mapped  out  by  the  great  authority. 
But  an  University  is,  beyond  all  others,  the  place  of  change,  the  place  where 
the  wisdom  of  forefathers,  and  even  of  elder  brothers,  is  least  regarded. 
Since  those  days,  generation  after  generation  has  passed  through  the 
world  of  Oxford,  each  knowing  less  of  Niebuhr  than  the  one  before  it.  The 
fall  of  Niebuhr  was,  we  believe,  followed  by  a  period — shall  we  call  it  a 
period  of  anarchy  or  of  tyranny  ? — when  no  inspired  modern  interpreter  was 
acknowledged,  but  when  men  fell  back  on  the  text  of  Livy  himself.  The 
commonwealth,  in  short,  was  without  a  master  ;  Sulla  was  gone,  and  Cfesar 
had  not  yet  appeared.  Dr.  Liddell's  attempt  at  grasping  the  vacant  post 
came  hardly  to  more  than  the  attempt  of  Marcus  Lepidus.  At  last 
Mommsen  arose,  and,  at  the  time  of  our  last  advices,  Mommsen  ruled  in 
the  University  without  a  competitor.  We  speak  cautiously,  because  of  the 
swift  march  of  all  Oxford  doings.  We  never  have  any  certainty  whether 
the  brilliant  discovery  of  last  term  may  not  be  a  sign  of  old  fogyism  this 
term.  The  statutes  passed  by  acclamation  a  year  back  are  by  this  time 
dragged  through  the  dirt  like  the  images  of  Sejanus.  So  we  do  not  affirm 
positively  that  Mommsen  is  at  this  moment  the  supreme  authority  on 
Roman  History  at  Oxford.  We  only  say  that  he  was  so  the  last  time  that 
we  heard  any  news  on  the  subject. 

We  half  regret,  but  we  are  not  in  the  least  surprised  at,  the  position 
which  Mommsen's  work  has  won.  It  is  a  position  which  in  many  respects 
is  fully  deserved.  Mommsen  has  many  of  the  highest  qualities  of  an 
historian.  First  of  all,  he  has  the  qualification  which  is  the  groundwork  of 
all  others  ;  he  is  a  thorough,  a  consunmiate,  scholar.  We  stand  aghast  at 
some  of  his  statements  and  inferences,  but  we  never  catch  him  in  a  blunder. 
On  the  contrary  he  is  thoroughly  master — master  in  a  way  of  which  few 
men  ever  have  been — of  the  history,  the  antiquities,  the  language  and 
philology,  of  the  people  of  whom  he  writes.     He  has  worthily  won  the  right 


*  ['["his   is  printed  nearly  as  it  was  written  in  1868,  merelj'  leaving  out  one 
or  two  sentences  whose  point  was  only  temporary.] 
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to  be  heard  on  any  point  on  which  he  speaks,  and  the  corresponding  right 
whenever  we  think  him  wroncr,  to  be  answered.  If  we  hold  hiin,  as  we  do 
to  be  in  many  ways  an  untrustworthy  guide,  it  is  on  grounds  ^xjles  asunder 
from  any  charge  of  ignorance,  carelessness,  or  inaccuracy. 

To  this  sterling  merit  Mommsen  adds  another  merit  equally  sterling.  He 
always  tells  Ids  story  clearly  ;  he  often  tells  it  with  extraordinary  force. 
We  quarrel  with  much  both  in  liis  matter  and  in  his  manner,  but  his  book 
contains  many  passages  of  the  highest  historic  power.  To  take  instances 
from  the  parts  which,  coming  last,  we  have  last  read,  it  would  be  very 
hard  to  surpass  Mommsen's  description  of  the  state  of  Gaul  at  the  time  of 
Caesar's  invasion,  of  the  warfare  of  the  Parthians  against  Crassus,  and,  above 
all,  of  the  whole  career,  especially  the  legislation,  of  Cajsar.  We  are  here 
fairly  carried  away  in  spite  of  ourselves.  We  think  of  anotlier  historian  of 
Cjesar,  and  we  try  to  measure  the  gap,  not  by  stadia  but  by  parasangs.  * 

In  this  last  quality  Mommsen  is  the  exact  opposite  of  Niebuhr. 
Niebuhr  could  not  tell  a  story;  he  could  hardly  make  an  intelligible 
statement.  His  setting  forth  of  his  own  opinions  is  so  jumbled  up  with 
his  citations  and  his  arguments  that  it  is  no  slight  wurk  to  know  what  his 
opinions  are.  He  pours  forth  as  it  were  the  whole  workings  of  his  own 
mind  upon  the  subject,  and  we  cannot  always  tell  the  last  stage  from  the 
first.  Mommsen,  on  the  other  hand,  without  troubling  us  with  the 
process,  gives  us  the  results  in  the  clearest  shape.  We  should  very  often 
like  to  ask  him  his  reason  or  authority  for  saying  this  or  that.  We  never 
feel  any  need  to  ask  him,  as  we  should  very  often  like  to  ask  Niebuhr, 
what  it  is  that  he  means  to  say. 

Here  then  are  merits  real  and  great,  enough  of  themselves  to  account 
for  Mommsen's  having  many  and  zealous  disciples.  And,  though  we  have 
a  long  bill  of  indictment  to  bring  against  him,  most  of  our  charges  are 
charges  of  faults  which  have  somewhat  of  the  nature  of  merits,  or  which 
at  any  rate  may  easily  be  mistaken  for  merits.  Mommsen  has  faults,  but 
we  cannot  say  that  he  has  failings.  His  errors  are  never  on  the  side  of 
weakness  or  defect.  They  are  eiTors  on  a  grand  scale.  If  Mommsen 
made  history  instead  of  writing  it,  we  could  fancy  liim  committing  a  great 
crime :  we  could  not  fancy  him  playing  a  shabby  trick.  He  might  level 
a  city  with  the  ground  ;  he  might  behead  four  thousand  prisoners  in 
a  day ;  but  he  would  not  vex  an  unlucky  newspaper  editor  with  the  small 
shot  of  a  Correctional  Police.  There  is  nothing  weak  or  petty  about  him 
from  beginning  to  end.  Plis  faults  are  all  of  them  of  a  striking,  of  what  to 
many  people  is  a  taking  kind.  Foremost  among  these  faults  we  reckon 
his  daring  dogmatism — the  way  in  which  he  requires  us  to  believe,  on  bis 
sole  ipse  dixit,  without  the  shadow  either  of  argument  or  of  authority, 
things  which  we  have  never  before  heard  of,  as  if  they  were  things  which 
no   man  had  ever  thought  of  doubting.     But  we   have   no   doubt   that 


*  [1  need  hnrdlv  say  that  the  reference  is  not  to  the  last  historim  of  Oasar. 
1879.] 
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to  many  people  this  very  daring  is  attractive.  We  can  fancy  its  being 
especially  attractive  to  the  present  generation  of  young  Oxford  men.  It 
o-ratifies  the  love  of  novelty  and  paradox,  and  it  gratifies  it  in  a  grand  sort 
of  way.  There  is  a  special  temptation  blindly  to  follow  a  man  who  clearly 
is  not  a  fool,  who  no  doubt  could,  if  be  chose,  give  a  reason  for  everything 
that  he  says,  but  who  deals  with  things  too  much  in  the  grand  style  to 
stoop  to  give  any  reasons.  Niebuhr  gives  you  elaborate  theories  about  the 
early  history  of  Eome,  but  he  also  gives  yon,  tliough  in  a  clumsy  way, 
his  reasons  for  forming  those  theories.  In  this  there  is  a  certain  con- 
fession of  weakness.  But  when  Mommsen  gives  you  theories  equally 
startling  in  a  calm  way  as  if  there  never  had  been,  and  never  could  be, 
any  doubt  about  them,  his  very  confidence  in  himself  is  apt  to  breed  con- 
fidence in  a  certain  class  of  readers.  Mommsen  and  Niebuhr,  in  short, 
remind  us  of  tlie  story  of  the  general  who,  when  appointed  to  the 
governorship  of  a  West  India  island,  found  that  he  had  also  to  act  as  a  judge. 
As  long  as  he  did  not  give  his  reasons,  his  judgements  gave  universal 
satisfaction ;  but  when,  fancying  himself  a  great  lawyer,  he  ventured  to 
give  his  reasons,  his  judgement  was  at  once  appealed  against.  So  we 
suspect  that  there  is  a  class  of  readers  who  never  think  of  appealing  from 
Mommsen,  while  they  would  at  once  appeal  from  Niebuhr.  On  ourselves 
we  confess  that  the  effect  is  different.  We  see  that  what  Mommseu  says 
is  always  very  clear  and  very  taking;  we  think  it  very  likely  that  he  has 
good  reasons  for  what  he  says;  but  we  certainly  should  be  better  pleased 
if  he  gave  us  his  reasons  and  quoted  his  authorities. 

We  can  fancy  again  that  many  tastes  are  pleased,  though  our  own  are 
distinctly  offended,  at  the  way  in  which  Mommsen  deals  with  various 
matters,  and  especially  with  various  persons  whom  other  writers  have 
taught  us  to  reverence.  Mommsen  can  be  grave  and  earnest  when  he 
chooses,  but  he  too  often  chooses  to  treat  things  and  persons  ia 
a  vein  of  low  sarcasm  which  we  must  look  upon  as  altogether 
unworthy  of  his  subject.  Whatever  and  whoever  displeases  Mommsen 
is  sure  to  be  set  upon  by  him  with  a  torrent  of  what  we  can  call 
nothing  but  vulgar  slang.  All  sorts  of  queer  compounds,  of  strange 
and  low  allusions,  are  hurled  at  the  heads  of  men  for  whom  we 
are  old-fashioned  enough  to  confess  a  certain  respect.  Why  are  Pomi^eius 
and  Cato  always  to  be  called  names?  Though  to  be  sure,  as  to  Cato 
Mommsen  does  not  keep  on  to  the  end  exactly  as  he  begins.  At  first  he 
does  nothing  but  mock  at  him ;  but  towards  the  end  of  his  tale  Mommsen 
seems  for  once  to  be  impressed  with  the  real  grandeur  of  an  honest  man. 
And  worse  still  is  his  treatment  of  Cicero.  The  weaknesses  of  Cicero's 
character  are  manifest,  and  no  honest  historian  will  try  to  hide  them. 
But  surely  he  is  not  a  man  whom  it  is  right  or  decent  to  make  a  mere 
mark  for  contemptuous  jeers,  for  his  name  never  to  be  uttered  without 
some  epithet  of  scorn.  This  kind  of  thing  seems  to  us  to  be  bad  in  every 
way.  It  is  bad  in  point  of  taste  and  art,  and  it  is  thoroughly  unfair  as  a 
matter  of  history. 
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This  last  point  is  closely  connected  with  another  fault.  We  mean 
Momnisen's  custom  of  using  strange  words,  and  using  common  words  in 
strange  senses — words  and  senses  which  oftea  seem  still  stranger  in  the 
English  than  tliey  do  in  the  German.  It  may  be  allowable  in  (ierman  to 
call  Sulla  a  '  Regent' ;  it  certainly  is  not  allowable  in  English.  Here,  it 
may  be  said,  the  fault  lies  directly,  not  with  Mommsen,  but  with  his 
English  translator.  We  do  not  think  so.  Mommsen  has  a  way  of  using 
words  like  this  '  Regent,'  words  which  would  pass  unnoticed  if  they  carue 
only  casually,  as  if  they  were  technical  terms.  In  fact  Mommsen  confers 
titles  on  his  characters  out  of  his  own  head.  If  we  find  Sulla  and  others 
systematically  called  'Regent,'  even  in  German,  much  more  in  English,  it 
is  hard  for  the  reader  to  avoid  the  notion  that  '  Regent '  was  a  real  descrip- 
tion used  at  the  time.  It  is  still  worse  when  Mommsen  constantly  speaks  of 
Ca;sar  as  'Monarch'  and  even  as  'King,'  We  see  what  he  means;  it 
is  meant  as  a  forcible  way  of  saying  that  Caesar's  power  was  really  kingly, 
that  the  commonwealtli  had  become  a  practical  monarchy.  We  suspect 
also  that  he  means  to  contrast  the  despotism  of  the  first  Caesar — certainly 
the  more  openly  avowed  of  the  two — with  the  more  carefully  veiled 
despotism  of  the  second.  Still  we  cannot  think  that  it  is  a  right  way  of 
expressing  this  triith  to  call  Csesar,  not  in  a  bit  of  passing  rhetoric,  but 
frequently  and  deliberately.  Monarch  and  even  King.  It  cannot  fail  to 
convey  a  false  idea  to  the  reader.  Mommsen  too  is  not  free  from  the 
fashionable  way  of  personifying  this  and  that,  Revolution  and  Reaction 
and  so  forth,  though  he  does  not  carry  the  fashion  so  far  as  many  French 
writers.  And  he  has  throughout  a  way  of  using  words  of  his  own  making 
or  choosing  in  this  sort  of  technical  fashion  of  which  we  cannot  approve. 
The  Regency  of  Sulla  and  the  Monarchy  of  Ca?sar  are  only  two  cases 
among  many.  This  tendency  can  hardly  be  separated  from  views  of  facts 
which  we  cannot  but  look  upon  as  erroneous.  Mommsen,  with  the  rise  of 
the  coming  Empire  in  his  head,  goes  back  as  far  as  the  Gracchi,  and 
thinks  that  Caius  contemplated,  or  at  least  dreamed  of,  something  like 
kingship.     For  this  we  cannot  see  a  shadow  of  evidence. 

Momm sen's  style,  strictly  so  called,  is  a  matter  rather  for  German  than 
for  English  critics  ;  yet  the  interest  which  we  take  in  a  noble  and  kindred 
tongue,  a  tongue  whose  European  importance  is  daily  growing,  compels  us 
to  say  a  few  words.  We  are  doubtless  behind  the  age  when  we  pronounce 
Mommsen  to  be  one  of  the  worst  corrupters  of  our  common  Teutonic 
speech.  High-Dutch,  like  English,  is  just  now  exposed  to  an  inroad  of 
Latin,  or  rather  French,  words,  which  it  seems  to  be  looked  on  as  high- 
polite  to  prefer  to  the  tongue  of  our  common  fathers.  And  there  is  a 
difference  between  the  two  cases  which  makes  the  fault  on  the  part  of  our 
continental  brethren  still  more  unpardonable  than  it  is  among  ourselves. 
An  Englishman  cannot  speak  perfectly  piu-e  Teutonic,  if  he  wishes ;  a 
High-Dutchman  may.  First  of  all,  owing  to  early  events  in  our  history, 
there  is  a  certain  class  of  Romance  words  which  have  been  naturalized  in 
English   for   ages,   and   against   which   no  one  wishes  to  say  anything 
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Secondly,  our  langunge  has  in  a  greiit  degree  lost  its  flexibility  and 
power  of  throwing  off  new  words,  so  that  the  stoutest  Teutonic  purist 
cannot  forbid  the  use  of  Eomance  words  to  express  ideas  which  are  at  all 
technical  or  abstract.  We  are  of  course  using  them  freely  as  we  now  write. 
But  neither  of  these  necessities  is  laid  on  the  High-Dutchman.  There  is 
nothing  in  his  tongue  answering  to  what  we  may  call  the  Norman,  as  op- 
posed to  the  Latin  or  French,  infusion  into  our  language,  and  the  number 
of  the  purely  Latin  words  introduced  at  an  earlier  date  is  not  very  large. 
And  as  for  new  words,  the  High-Dutch  tongue,  unlike  our  own,  can  make 
them  as  readily  now  as  it  could  a  thousand  years  back.  If  a  German  wants 
a  new  word  for  a  new  thought,  he  has  nothing  to  do  but  to  make  it  in  his 
own  tongue.  Yet,  in  defiance  of  all  this,  the  German  language  is  being 
flooded  with  every  kind  of  absurd  French  invention,  orientiren,  hornirt, 
nobody  knows  what;  we  look  for  a  speedy  day  when  mangiren  and  diren 
will  supjtlant  essen  and  sagen.  No  one  is  a  greater  sinner  in  this  way  than 
Mommsen  ;  he  seems  to  take  a  distinct  delight  in  corrupting  the  si^eech  of 
his  fathers  to  the  extremest  point.  Why  talk  about  '  Insurgenten '  and 
'  Concurrenten'  and  '  Proclamationen  '  and  '  Patrouillen  '  ?  why  give  us 
such  foul  compounds  as  '  Coteriewesen '  and  '  Eabulistenart '  ?  We  have 
not  come  across  any  German  writer  of  the  same  pretension  as  Mommsen 
who  is  in  this  respect  so  guilty  as  Mommsen.  His  fellow-worker  in  the 
series  in  which  his  history  is  published,  Ernst  Curtius,  the  historian  of 
Greece,  writes  a  language  which,  though  perhaps  not  quite  the  language  of 
a  hundred  years  past,  is  at  any  rate  Dutch  and  not  Welsh.  '  Lond  uns 
tiitsch  blyben,'  said  the  old  Swabian  ;  'die  walsch  Zung  ist  untrti.'  But 
Mommsen  at  least  acts  on  quite  another  principle. 

At  the  same  time  we  must  add  in  fairness  that  Mommsen's  style,  allowing 
for  his  strange  words  and  strange  uses  of  words,  is  singularly  clear,  and 
often  forcible.  One  has  not  with  him,  as  with  some  German  writers,  to 
wander  up  and  down  a  sentence  in  hop)eless  ignorance  where  one  is,  and  to 
seek  for  the  verb  among  thickets  and  quagmires  miles  awaj^  from  its 
nominative  case.  But  then  this  is  equally  true  of  Curtius,  without  the  sad 
drawback  of  Mommsen's  language.  Dr.  Dickson's  translation,  as  far  as  we 
have  compared  it  with  the  original,  which  we  have  done  through  many 
pages,  is  carefully  and  accurately  done.  He  very  seldom  mistakes  his 
author's  meaning,  and  he  commonly  expresses  it  with  all  clearness.  His 
fault  is  rather  that  he  sticks  so  closely  to  the  words  of  his  author  that  his 
own  sentences  are  rather  German  than  English,  This  makes  the  English 
translation  a  little  unpleasant  to  read. 

But  there  is  a  fault  in  Mommsen's  work,  far  graver  than  any  of  which 
we  have  spoken,  and  one  which  we  think  is  of  itself  enough  to  make  the 
book  unfit  for  the  position  which  it  now  holds  at  Oxford.  It  is  not  too 
much  to  say  that  Mommsen  has  no  notion  whatever  of  right  and  wrong. 
It  is  not  so  much  that  he  applauds  wrong  actions,  as  that  he  does  not 
seem  to  know  that  right  and  wrong  have  anything  to  do  with  the  matter. 
No  oae  has  set  forth  more  clearly  than  Mommsen  the  various  stages  of 
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the  process  by  which  Rome  gradually  reduced  the  states  round  the 
Mediterranean  to  a  state  of  dependence — what  he,  by  one  of  the  quasi- 
technicalities  of  which  we  complain,  calls  a  state  of  clientship.  It  is,  for 
clear  insight  into  the  matter,  one  of  the  best  parts  of  the  book.  But  almost 
every  pac,e  is  disfigured  by  the  writer's  unblushing  idolatry  of  mere  force. 
He  cannot  understand  that  a  small  state  can  have  any  rights  against  a 
great  one,  or  that  a  patriot  in  such  a  state  can  be  anything  but  a  fool. 
Every  patriotic  Greek,  every  Roman  pliilhtUen,  is  accordingly  brought 
upon  the  stage  to  be  jeered  at  only  less  brutally  than  Cicero  himself.  His 
treatment  of  Ca-sar  is  also  characteristic  in  this  way.  Cassar's  still  more 
famous  biographer  gives  himself  great  trouble  to  justify  every  action  of  his 
hero,  to  prove  that  Ca;sar  was  throughout  a  perfect  patriot,  unswayed  by 
any  motive  save  the  purest  zeal  for  the  public  good.  All  this  is  ridiculous 
enough ;  still  it  is,  after  all,  a  certain  homage  paid  to  virtue.  Mommsen  is 
intellectually  above  any  such  folly  ;  at  any  rate  he  never  trifles  with  facts, 
and  it  seems  perfectly  indifferent  to  him  whether  Cajsar,  or  anybody  else, 
was  morally  right  or  wrong.  It  is  enough  for  him  that  Cajsar  was  a  man 
of  surpassing  genius,  who  laid  his  plans  skilfully  and  carried  them  out 
successfully.  The  only  subject  on  which  Mommsen  ever  seems  to  be  stirred 
up  to  anything  like  moral  indignation  is  one  not  very  closely  connected  with 
his  immediate  subject,  namely  American  slavery.  It  is  however  some 
comfort  that  he  does  not,  like  Mr.  Beesly,  go  in  for  Catilina. 

We  need  not  review  in  detail  a  book  which  every  one  who  cares  for  its 
subject  is  likely  to  have  read  already.  We  admire  Mommsen's  genius,  his 
research,  his  accuracy,  as  warmly  as  any  of  his  followers  can.  We  hold 
that  his  book  is  most  valuable  for  advanced  scholars  to  compare  with  other 
books,  to  weigh  his  separate  statements,  and  to  come  to  their  own 
conclusions.  But  a  book  which  gives  no  references,  which  puts  forth  new 
theories  as  confidently  as  if  they  were  facts  which  had  never  been  doubted — 
above  all,  a  book  which  seems  perfectly  indifferent  to  all  considerations  of 
right  and  wrong — seems  to  us,  when  put  alone  into  the  hands  of  those  who 
are  still  learners,  to  be  thoroughly  dangerous  and  misleading. 
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LUCIUS  CORNELIUS  SULLA.* 

In  a  former  Essay  we  touched  slightly  on  some  of  the 
political  phaenomena  of  the  last  age  of  the  Roman  Com- 
monwealth, but  without  going  into  any  details,  and  with- 
out examining  individual  characters  at  any  length.  We 
now  propose  to  work  out  rather  more  fully  some  of  the 
points  which  were  there  casually  brought  in,  especially  as 
they  are  illustrated  by  the  life  and  character  of  the  most 
wonderful  man  of  his  generation,  the  Dictator  Lucius 
Cornelius  Sulla. 

Among  the  many  writers  by  whom  the  time  of  Marius 
and  Sulla  has  been  treated  in  our  own  times,  it  is  not  need- 
ful to  speak  here  of  more  than  two.  Mommsen  has  dealt 
with  it  at  great  length,  and  with  all  his  usual  power.  Of 
Sulla  himself  he  has  drawn  one  of  his  most  elaborate 
pictures,  traced  with  that  vigorous  hand  every  touch  of 
which  is  striking  and  instructive,  whether  it  commands 
assent  in  every  detail  or  not.  Here,  as  elsewhere,  Mommsen 
errs  on  the  side  of  being  wise  above  that  which  is  written ; 
a  few  strokes  here  and  there  are  plainly  due  to  the  imagi- 

*  [This  Essay,  in  its  original  state,  had  as  its  heading  the  names  of 
several  works,  German  and  English.  But  as  the  part  of  the  Article  which 
was  given  to  the  criticism  of  those  works  could  easily  be  separated  from 
the  general  historical  matter,  I  have  cut  out  all  the  critical  part,  save  a 
reference  here  and  there,  as  being  of  merely  temporary  interest.  But,  for 
those  who  may  remember  the  article  as  it  stood  in  the  National  Revievs^,  I 
think  it  right  to  add  that  there  is  not  a  word  in  those  ciriticisms,  any  more 
than  in  those  which  were  contained  in  the  article  quoted  in  page  48, 
which  I  see  any  reason  to  withdraw  or  regret  on  its  own  account.] 
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nation  of  the  painter.  But  when  any  one  has,  by  careful 
study  of  his  authorities,  gained  such  an  idea  of  a  man  or  a 
period  as  those  authorities  can  give  him,  it  is  pardonable 
and  indeed  unavoidable,  to  fill  up  an  outline  which  cannot 
fail  to  be  imperfect  with  a  few  conjectural  strokes  of  his 
own.  It  is  a  great  matter  to  know  clearly  what  idea  of 
Sulla,  or  of  any  other  man,  is  conveyed  to  the  mind  of  a 
judge  like  Mommsen  by  the  writings  on  which  we  have 
to  depend.  Even  when  there  are  points  on  which  we  claim 
to  ourselves  the  right  utterly  to  dissent,  the  result  is 
very  different  from  the  blunders  of  men  who  do  not  read 
their  books  with  care,  or  from  the  solemn  emptiness  of 
men  who  read  with  all  their  might,  but  whom  nature  has 
forbidden  to  understand. 

Long  before  Mommsen,  in  a  time  indeed  which  is  now  per- 
haps wholly  forgotten,  Dr.  Arnold  wrote  for  the  Encyclopaedia 
Metropolitana  that  sketch  of  the  later  Koman  history 
which  has  since  been  republished  as  a  continuation  of  his 
imperfect  History  of  Eome.  It  was  a  comparatively  youthful 
production,  and  it  certainly  does  not  show  that  full  maturity 
of  power  which  comes  out  in  the  matchless  narrative  of  the 
Hannibalian  War.  But  it  was  the  worthy  beginning  of  a 
great  work  ;  and  it  is  quite  in  its  place  as  the  best,  though 
doubtless  an  imperfect,  substitute  for  what  Arnold  w-ould 
have  given  us  had  he  been  longer  spared.  It  already  shows 
that  clear  conception  of  the  politics  of  the  time  which  shines 
forth  so  conspicuously  in  Arnold's  finished  History  ;  and, 
in  the  part  with  which  we  are  now  concerned,  he  displays 
less  of  that  partizan  feeling  which  comes  out,  perhaps  too 
strongly,  in  his  narrative  of  the  wars  of  Caesar  and  Pompeius. 
And,  above  all,  Arnold  showed  then,  as  ever,  that  pure  and 
lofty  morality,  that  unflinching  determination  to  apply  the 
eternal  laws  of  right  and  wrong  to  his  estimate  of  men  of 
every  age  and  country,  which  distinguishes  him  above 
every  other  writer  of  history.  Perhaps  he  sets  up  too  high 
a  standard  ;  perhaps  he  is  now  and  then  hard  upon  men  who 
may  fairly  claim  to  be  judged  according  to  their  own  light. 
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But  it  is  something  to  have  history  written  by  one  who  does 
not  worship  success — by  one  who  never  accepts  intellectual 
acuteness,  literary  power,  or  firmness  of  purpose,  as  any 
substitute  for  real  moral  worth — by  one  who  never  swerves 
from  the  doctrine  that  the  same  moral  law  must  judge, 
of  dealings  between  commonwealth  and  commonwealth, 
between  party  and  party,  which  judges  of  dealings  between 
man  and  man.  Never  did  Arnold  rise  to  a  higher  pitch  of 
moral  grandeur  than  in  his  character  of  Sulla  himself.  He 
refuses  to  accept  Sulla's  taste  for  elegant  literature  as  the 
slightest  set-off  against  his  crimes  ;  he  tells  us  plainly  that 
the  indulgence  of  intellectual  tastes  is  as  much  a  personal 
gratification  as  the  indulgence  of  sensual  tastes,  and  that 
the  one  is  not  in  itself,  apart  from  the  ends  to  which  it  is 
used,  entitled  to  one  jot  more  of  moral  approbation  than 
the  other. 

We  will  now  turn  to  our  ancient  authorities.  We  have 
for  the  age  of  Sulla,  as  for  so  many  other  important  periods 
of  history,  no  one  consecutive  contemporary  narrative.  This 
is  to  be  the  more  regretted,  as  the  contemporary  materials 
must  have  been  specially  rich.  The  age  of  Sulla  was  an 
age  of  memoir-writing  at  Rome,  just  like  the  seventeenth 
and  eighteenth  centuries  in  France.  Sulla  himself  left  an 
autobiography,  and  so  did  many  other  eminent  men  of  his 
age.  But  all  their  writings  have  perished  ;  for  the  age  of 
Marius  and  Sulla  we  have  no  such  contemporary  stores  as 
we  have  in  abundance  for  the  age  of  Csesar  and  Pompeius. 
Of  that  age  too  we  have  no  complete  contemporary  narrative  ; 
but  then  we  have  the  countless  letters  and  orations  of  Cicero 
for  the  whole  time,  and  we  have  the  narratives  of  Caesar  and 
his  officers  for  a  part  of  it.  Of  Sulla's  Memoirs  we  have 
not  so  much  as  fragments  ;  we  have  no  letters  and  very  few 
speeches  ;  the  earliest  orations  of  Cicero  belong  to  the  last 
days  of  Sulla.  As  for  writers  not  contemporary,  among 
formal  writers  of  history  Sallust  comes  nearest  to  the  time, 
and  next  to  him  Livy.  We  have  also  Appian's  History  of 
the  Civil  War,  and  Plutarch's  Lives  of  Marius  and  Sulla  ; 
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there  are  also  numerous  allusions  to  events  of  tJic  HuUan 
age  both  in  Cicero  and  in  later  and  inferior  writers.* 

When  we  say  that  Sallust  was  not  a  contoniporary  writer, 
we  mean  that  ho  could  not  write  from  actual  personal  know- 
ledge. He  was  born  in  B.C.  86,  the  year  of  the  death  of 
Marius,  and  eiglit  years  before  the  death  of  Sulla.  Still  the 
events  of  Sulla's  dictatorship  were  such  as  must  have  made 
some  impression  on  an  intelligent  child  ;  he  had  plenty  of 
opportunities  of  conversing  with  spectators  and  actors  ;  and 
he  had  access  to  the  documents,  speeches,  and  memoirs  of 
the  time  while  they  were  still  in  their  freshness.  Sallust 
therefore,  if  we  had  his  guidance  throughout,  would  be  an 
authority  all  but  contemporary.  But  unluckily  the  work  in 
which  he  treated  of  the  Social  and  Civil  Wars  has  perished. 
In  his  Jugurthine  War  however  we  have  the  narrative  of 
the  earliest  important  exploits  of  the  two  rivals.  We  have 
characters  of  both  drawn  by  a  master's  hand  ;  and  we  have 
a  speech,  whose  substance  at  least  is  probably  genuine,  from 
Caius  Marius  himself.  Among  the  fragments  of  Sallust  we 
have  also  a  speech  against  Sulla  from  the  Consul  Marcus 
-i3j]milius  Lepidus,  and  a  speech  against  Lepidus  by  Lucius 
Marcius  Philippus,  both  belonging  to  the  year  of  Sulla's 
death. 

Of  Livy's  History  of  this  age  we  have  only  the  Epitomes, 

*  [There  is  also  the  account  given  in  the  sketch  of  Eoman  History 
■written  by  Velleius  in  the  early  days  of  the  reign  of  Tiberius,  and  the 
fragments  of  the  great  work  of  Dion  Cassius.  Velleius  is  of  special 
importance,  as  he  writes  in  some  sort  from  the  point  of  view  of  the  Italian 
Allies.  He  gives  some  important  details  of  the  war,  and  his  characters  of 
Marius  and  Sulpicius  are  specially  striking.  Dion,  a  Senator  and  Consul 
under  the  Emperors  from  Pertinax  to  Alexander  Severus,  is  in  point  of 
date  the  latest  of  our  authorities,  but  his  thorough  knowledge  of  the 
Eoman  history  and  constitution,  and  his  access  to  and  use  of  official 
documents,  make  him  practically  nearer  to  the  time  than  Plutarch  or 
Appian.  But  of  DiSn's  History  at  this  time  we  have  nothing  but  a  few 
scrajis,  till  we  get  to  Sulla's  proscription,  which  an  extant  fragment 
describes  in  some  detail.  Both  Velleius  and  Di6n  seem  to  believe  in  a 
sudden  change  in  Sulla's  character,  which  strikes  me  as  neither  historical 
nor  pliilosophical.] 
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but  these  Epitomes  form  a  complete,  though,  of  course,  far 
from  a  detailed  narrative.  They  sometimes  help  us  to  facts, 
at  all  events  to  statements,  which  are  not  found  elsewhere. 
Thus  it  is  only  in  the  Epitome  of  Livy  that  we  are  dis- 
tinctly told  that  Marius  and  Cinna  entered  on  the  consul- 
ship in  B.C.  86  simply  by  their  own  will  and  pleasure,  with- 
out even  the  form  of  an  election.  What  we  have  lost  in  these 
books  of  Livy  can  hardly  be  guessed.  The  carelessness 
and  ignorance  which  disfigure  his  treatment  of  early  times 
would  not  have  affected  his  narrative  of  days  so  near  to  his 
own  ;  the  charm  of  his  style  would  have  been  joined  with 
real  knowledge  of  his  subject,  and,  we  have  every  reason  to 
believe,  with  as  fair  a  judgement  of  men  and  things  as  we 
have  any  right  ever  to  expect. 

Our  main  authorities  then,  after  all,  are  the  later  Greek 
writers,  Plutarch  and  Appian.  Plutarch,  living  under  the 
Emperors  from  Nero  to  Hadrian,  is  about  as  far  removed 
from  the  age  of  Marius  and  Sulla  as  we  are  now  from  the 
last  half  of  the  seventeenth  century.  Appian  comes  a 
generation  later  ;  Marius  and  Sulla  were  to  him  as  Charles 
the  First  and  his  adversaries  are  to  us.  Both  of  them 
therefore  could  write  of  the  age  of  Sulla  only  as  we  can 
write  of  it  ourselves,  by  examining  and  judging  of  such 
materials  as  they  had  at  hand.  They  are  therefore  merely 
authorities  at  secondhand.  Had  we  any  contemporary 
writers,  we  should  doubtless  cast  Appian  aside  as  utterly  as 
we  cast  aside  Diodoros  when  we  can  get  Thucydides ;  the 
charm  of  Plutarch's  delightful  biographies  would  probably 
save  him  in  any  case.  As  it  is,  we  are  thankful  to  them  for 
preserving  to  us  much  of  the  substance  of  those  original 
writers  which  they  had  before  them,  but  which  we  have  not. 
But  in  using  them  we  exercise  our  own  judgement  in  a  degree 
which  we  do  not  venture  to  do  when  we  read  Thucydides,  or 
when  we  read  those  parts  of  Poly  bios  where  he  writes  from 
his  own  knowledge.  Here,  as  in  the  days  of  Aratos  and 
Kleomenes,  we  have  to  stop  and  think  whence  our  informants 
got  their  matter,  and  liow  far  the  narratives  which  they  read 
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were  tinged  with  the  passions  of  the  time.  Aratos  and 
Sulla  left  autobiographies  ;  there  were  no  autobiographies 
of  Lydiadas  or  of  Marius.  Plutarch,  though  his  sound  moral 
sense  utterly  abhorred  Sulla's  atrocities,  clearly  writes  on  the 
whole  from  the  Sullan  side.  Doubtless  Sulla's  autobiography 
was  one  of  his  chief  sources.  Hence  he  is  perhaps  unfair 
to  Marius  ;  we  may  say,  almost  with  certainty,  that  he  is 
unfair  to  the  Tribune  Sulpicius,  whose  character  is  certainly 
one  of  the  hardest  j)roblems  of  the  age.  One  German  critic 
of  these  times  *  rules  that  Appian  is  to  be  preferred  as  an 
authority  to  Plutarch.  We  are  inclined  to  agree  with  him, 
on  the  condition  that  no  censure  of  Plutarch  is  implied. 
Plutarch  Avrites  with  a  special  object,  Appian  with  a  general 
object.  Plutarch  tells  us  plainly  that  he  does  not  write 
history  ;  he  writes  the  lives  of  great  men  with  a  moral 
purpose  ;  he  uses  their  actions  only  to  throw  light  on  their 
characters  ;  he  tells  us  that  men's  behaviour  in  small  matters 
often  throws  more  light  on  their  character  than  their  behaviour 
in  great  matters  ;  therefore  he  dwells  as  much  or  more  upon 
small  anecdotes  and  sharp  sayings  as  upon  the  gravest 
matters  of  politics.  He  might  perhaps  even  have  gone  on 
to  say  that  an  apocryphal  anecdote  often  throws  as  much 
light  on  a  man's  character  as  an  authentic  one.  Current 
stories  about  people  are  often,  perhaps  generally,  ex- 
aggerated ;  but  the  peculiar  qualities  which  are  picked  out 
for  exaggeration  are  pretty  sure  to  show  what  a  man's 
character  really  is.  All  this  doubtless  lessens  Plutarch's 
direct  value  as  an  historical  witness,  but  it  does  not  at  all 
lessen  the  merit  of  his  work  from  his  own  point  of  view. 
Appian,  a  writer  in  every  way  inferior  to  Plutarch,  does 
attempt,  perhaps  not  very  successfully,  but  still  to  the  best 
of  his  power,  to  write  a  political  history.  We  are  perhaps 
unduly  set  against  Appian  by  his  narrative  of  the  Hanniba- 
lian  War,  where  we  can  compare  him  with  fii-st-rate 
historians,  ancient  and  modern.     In  that  narrative  he  un- 

*  [Lucius  Cornelius  KuUa:  cine  Biografie.     Vou  Dr.  Thadda)us   Lau. 
Hamburg,  1855.] 
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doubtedly  falls  as  far  below  Livy  as  Livy  himself  falls  below 
Polybios.  But  his  narrative  of  the  Civil  War  is  evidently  a 
more  careful  composition  ;  he  doubtless  had  more  and  better 
authorities  before  him,  and  he  was  better  able  to  understand 
such  authorities  as  he  had.  He  at  least  tries  to  master  the 
politics  of  the  time,  and  we  owe  to  him  several  pieces  of 
information  which  are  of  great  importance  in  illustrating 
them.  Thus  it  is  from  him  alone  that  we  hear  of  the  marked 
separation  between  the  urban  and  the  rural  citizens  during 
the  tribuneship  of  Saturninus,  and  of  the  strange  temporary 
alliance  between  the  aristocracy  and  the  mob  of  the  Forum. 
On  the  whole,  iVppian  seldom  contradicts  Plutarch,  though 
he  often  explains  his  difficulties  and  fills  ujd  his  blanks.  On 
the  other  hand,  we  must  add  that  in  the  European  part  of 
the  IMithridatic  War  Plutarch  had  an  advantage  of  local 
knowledge  above  all  writers  of  any  age.  Sulla's  two  great 
battles,  Chaironeia  and  Orchomenos,  were  both  fought  in 
Plutarch's  native  land,  and  one  of  them  close  to  his  native 
town. 

Such  are  the  authorities,  partly  fragmentary,  partly  second- 
hand, from  which  we  have  to  gather  up  our  knowledge  of  this 
remarkable  period,  and  of  the  two  remarkable  men  who  were 
the  leading  actors  in  it.  We  may  fairly  wish  that  we  had 
fuller  and  more  thoroughly  trustworthy  accounts  ;  but,  com- 
pared with  our  knowledge  of  some  other  ages,  we  have  reason 
to  be  thankful  for  what  we  have.  There  is  quite  enough,  we 
think,  if  it  be  carefully  and  critically  weighed,  to  enable  us  to 
put  together  a  fairly  accurate  picture  both  of  Marius  and  Sulla 
personally,  and  of  the  age  in  which  they  lived. 

In  a  former  Essay  a  general  sketch  was  given  of  the 
relations  which  existed  between  the  Eoman  Commonwealth 
and  the  states  which  stood  to  her  in  various  degrees  of  sub- 
jection or  dependent  alliance.  We  there  left  Rome,  after  the 
victory  of  Pydna,  still  far  from  possessing  the  universal 
empire  of  after  days,  but  already  without  a  rival  on  equal 
terms  in  the  lands  round  the  Mediterranean.     In  tlic  sixty 
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years  between  the  battle  of  Pydna  and  the  first  appearance 
in  history  of  Marius  and  Sulla,  the  Roman  dominion  had 
been  greatly  extended,  but  it  may  bo  doubted  whether  the 
real  power  of  Homo  had  been  at  all  iucroased  in  proportion. 
We  left  Carthage  still  a  flourishiug  city,  internally  free,  if 
externally  dependent  on  Eome  ;  we  left  Achaia  still  a  free 
confederation,  whose  dependence  was  in  theory  even  slighter 
than  that  of  Carthage.  Now  those  free  states  have  sunk 
into  the  Roman  provinces  of  Africa  and  Achaia,  and  the 
great  cities  of  Carthage  and  Corinth  have  vanished  in  one 
year  from  the  face  of  the  earth.  Pergamos,  then  a  powerful 
kingdom,  a  cherished  ally  of  Rome,  is  now  the  Roman 
province  of  Asia.  Macedonia,  which,  on  the  overthrow  of 
her  King,  had  received  a  mockery  of  freedom,  is  now  a 
province  also.  The  Roman  power  was  now  fast  advancing 
in  Gaul,  and  Roman  colonies  were  beginning  to  be  planted 
beyond  the  Alps.  Numidia  still  kept  her  Kings,  but  after 
Massinissa  they  were  the  vassals  rather  than  the  allies  of 
Rome.  Syria,  Egypt,  Mauritania,  were  the  only  Mediter- 
ranean kingdoms  \s  hich  still  kept  any  share  of  indejDcndence. 
Republican  freedom  lived  on  only  in  the  Lykian  Confedera- 
tion and  in  a  few  outlying  Greek  islands  and  cities.  But 
each  of  Rome's  territorial  acquisitions  gave  her  a  new 
frontier  to  defend,  and  new  enemies  to  defend  it  against. 
Rome  was  no  longer  threatened  by  Gaulish  invaders,  but 
Roman  Gaul  had  to  be  defended  against  independent  Gauls 
and  wandering  Germans.  Macedonia  was  no  longer  the 
oppressor  of  Greece  and  the  rival  of  Rome  ;  but  Rome  had 
now  to  do  Macedonia's  old  duty  of  guarding  the  civilized 
world  against  the  Barbarians  of  Thrace  and  Moesia.  Rome 
had  now  firmly  planted  her  foot  on  the  Asiatic  mainland  ; 
but  she  now  had  to  do  for  herself  w^hat  Pergamos  had  once 
done  for  her,  to  keep  in  check  the  rising  and  reviving  powers 
of  the  further  East.  The  municipal  system  of  Rome,  admi- 
rable as  it  was  as  the  government  of  a  single  city  and  its 
immediate  territory,  was  wholly  unfit  either  to  administer  so 
vast  a  dominion,  or  to  carry  on  the  wars  which  its  possession 
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constantly  brought  with  it.  The  conduct  of  a  war  fell,  by 
Koman  law,  to  one  of  the  Consuls  of  the  year.  Now,  to  say 
nothing  of  the  not  uncommon  case  of  actual  corruption  or 
cowardice,  it  clearly  would  often  happen  that  a  Consul  who 
was  quite  fit  to  be  the  civil  chief  of  the  commonwealth,  who 
was  quite  fit  to  carry  on  a  war  of  the  old  local  Italian  kind, 
would  utterly  break  down  when  sent  to  carry  on  war  in 
distant  lands  against  unknown  and  adventurous  enemies. 
Hence  a  Roman  war  of  this  period  commonly  begins  with 
two  or  three  years  of  defeat  and  disgrace,  followed  by  com- 
plete victory  as  soon  as  the  right  man,  Flamininus  or  Scipio 
or  Metellus  or  Marius,  is  sent  to  retrieve  the  blunders  or  the 
treachery  of  his  predecessors.  The  cause  is  plain  enough. 
The  People  of  Rome,  till  they  became  open  to  bribes,  were 
quite  fit  to  choose  ordinary  magistrates  for  their  own  com- 
monwealth ;  they  were  not  fit  to  choose,  generals  and 
administrators  for  the  whole  civilized  world. 

Within  the  commonwealth  matters  were  worse  still.  The 
old  distinctions  of  patrician  and  plebeian — distinctions  whose 
historical  and  religious  origin  did  something  to  lessen  their 
bitterness — had  utterly  passed  away.  The  glorious  age  of 
harmony  and  victory  which  followed  their  abolition  had  now 
passed  away  also.  Instead  of  patricians  and  plebeians,  we 
now  see  the  nobles  and  the  people,  the  rich  and  the  poor. 
The  nobles  were  fast  shrinking  up  into  a  corrupt  and  selfish 
oligarchy.  The  people  were  fast  sinking  into  a  venal  and 
brutal  mob.  The  old  plebeian  yeomanry,  the  truest  glory  of 
Rome,  were  fast  dying  out ;  their  little  farms  were  swallowed 
up  in  vast  estates  tilled  by  slaves  ;  and  the  Consul  or  Tribune 
who  spoke  to  the  Quirites  in  the  Forum  now  commonly  spoke 
to  a  mongrel  rabble  of  naturalized  strangers  and  enfranchised 
bondsmen.  The  Italian  Allies,  who  had  done  so  much  for 
Rome's  greatness,  were  still  legally  free,  but  they  were 
exposed  to  all  kinds  of  irregular  oppression.  Now  indeed 
they  were  beginning  to  ask  for  Roman  citizenship,  and  to 
see  their  righteous  claims  turned  into  a  means  to  help 
on   the   schemes   of  political   parties   at  Rome.     The   two 
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Gracchi  had  done  what  they  couhl  to  bring  back  a  better 
state  of  things.  Both  of  them  had  perished,  and  the  bhjod 
of  Tiberius  was  the  first-fruits  of  the  long  civil  wars  and 
massacres  of  Rome.  Step  by  step,  the  little  that  Caius  had 
really  done  was  undone  by  an  encroaching  oligarchy,  by  a 
thoughtless  and  ungrateful  people.  The  old  constitution 
was  thoroughly  worn  out ;  the  theoretical  sovereignty  of  the 
People  was  used  only  to  seal  its  own  bondage  and  degrada- 
tion ;  the  wrongs  of  the  Allies  were  making  themselves 
heard  more  and  more  loudly.  Subjection  to  the  true  Roman 
People,  to  the  descendants  of  their  conquerors,  might 
perhaps  have  been  borne  ;  but  subjection  to  the  vile  populace 
who  now  filled  the  Roman  Forum  was  a  bondage  too  galling 
for  the  countrymen  of  Lars  Porsena  and  Caius  Pontius. 
Still  the  Italians  could  at  least  make  their  complaints  heard ; 
but  the  provincials  had  to  suffer  in  silence,  or  to  seek  a 
mockery  of  justice  from  courts  where  the  oppressor  was 
judged  by  the  partners  of  his  guilt.  Such  was  the  state  of 
the  Roman  commonwealth  at  the  beginning  of  the  memor- 
able war  with  Jugurtha.  It  may  be  that,  as  Niebuhr  says, 
we  attribute  an  undue  importance  to  that  war.  It  may  be 
that  it  was  really  only  one  of  many  like  struggles,  and  that 
it  looks  greater  only  because  it  alone  happens  to  have  been 
chosen  for  a  monograph  by  a  great  historian.  Yet  it  is  hard 
to  believe  that  many  of  the  barbarian  chiefs  with  whom 
Rome  had  to  strive  on  her  vast  frontier  could  have  rivalled 
Jugurtha,  either  in  his  crimes,  in  his  undoubted  natural 
powers,  or  in  the  advantages  of  his  half-Roman  education. 
And  however  this  may  be,  the  Jugurthine  war  must  ever 
be  memorable  as  the  first  field  on  which  Caius  Marius  and 
Lucius  Sulla  showed  themselves  to  the  eyes  of  after  ages. 

These  two  men,  of  whom  each  alike  may  be  called  at  once 
the  preserver  and  the  destroyer  of  his  country,  were  born  in 
widely  different  ranks,  but  both  Avere  men  who  rose  wholly 
by  their  own  powers.  Marius  was  by  birth  a  man  of  the 
people  in  the  best  sense ;  he  sprang  neither  from  the  proud 
nobility  nor  yet  from  the  mongrel  populace  of  the  Forum. 
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He  was  a  yeoman's  son  *  in  the  territory  of  the  Volscian 
town  of  Arpinum,  whose  citizens  had  been  admitted  to  the 
full  Roman  franchise  only  thirty  years  before  his  birth. 
Family  honours  he  had  none,  liberal  education  he  had  none ; 
his  temper  was  rude  and  coarse,  and  on  provocation  brutally 
ferocious ;  he  had  little  eloquence  or  skill  in  civil  affairs, 
but  he  was  not  without  a  certain  cunning,  with  which  he 
tried  to  supply  their  place.  On  the  other  hand,  he  was  a 
good  soldier,  a  good  officer,  and  we  see  no  reason  why  we 
should  not  add,  a  good  general.  He  rose  from  the  ranks  to 
his  six  consulships  mainly,  if  not  wholly,  by  his  own  merit. 
And  to  his  new  rank  he  carried  with  him  many  of  the  virtues 
of  the  state  of  life  from  which  he  rose  :  his  morals  were  pure  ; 
he  was  a  stern  punisher  of  vice  in  others,!  and  the  determined 
foe  of  luxury  and  excess  of  every  kind.  Above  all,  his  sym- 
pathies lay  wholly  with  the  best  element  which  was  still  left 
among  the  inhabitants  of  Italy.  The  villager  of  Arpinum, 
whose  grandfather  had  not  been  a  full  citizen,  felt  with  the 
remnant  of  the  old  rural  plebeians ;  still  more  strongly 
perhaps  did  he  feel  with  the  unenfranchised  Allies.  If  the 
daring  plebeian  bearded  the  nobles  to  their  faces,  the  stout 
yeoman  looked  with  no  favour  on  the  law  which  distributed 

*  This  seems,  on  the  whole,  pretty  well  to  express  the  position  of  the 
family  of  Marius.  Mommsen  surely  goes  too  far  in  making  him  the  son 
of  a  poor  labourer  {eines  armen  Tagelohners  Sohn).  Marius  married  a 
Julia  ;  he  most  likely  married  her  late  in  life,  when  he  had  already  risen 
to  distinction :  still  one  can  hardly  fancy  a  Julia  sinking,  in  any  case,  so 
low  as  the  son  of  a  day-labourer.  'J'here  is  moreover  no  sign  of  his  ever 
being  in  difficulties  for  want  of  money.  That  quickly  vanishing  class 
among  ourselves,  intermediate  between  the  higher  farmers  and  the  smaller 
gentry,  would  perhaps,  better  than  any  other,  answer  to  his  real  position. 
Such  a  man  may  have  even  reached  the  equestrian  census, — '  natus  eqtiestri 
loco,'  snys  Velleius,  which  it  is  dangerous  to  change  into  '  agresti,' — and 
yet  have  been  looked  down  on  by  the  nobles  for  his  rustic  breeding  and 
utter  want  of  family  honours. 

[The  whole  portrait  of  Marius  given  by  Velleius  (ii.  11)  is  very  striking. 
'  C.  Marius,  natus  equestri  loco,  hirtus  atque  horridus,  vitaque  sanctus, 
quantum  bello  optimus  tantum  pace  pessimus,'immodicus  gloria;,  insatiabilis, 
impotens,  semperque  inquietus.'] 

t  See  the  story  of  Trebonius  and  Lusius  in  Plutarch,  Marius  14. 
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corn  among-  the  idle  populace  of  the  city.  The  one  act  of 
his  life  which  looks  like  truckling  to  the  mere  mob  is 
capable  of  another  meaning.  Hitherto  no  one  had  served 
in  the  Roman  army  who  had  not  some  stake  in  the  Roman 
state  ;  Cains  Marius  was  the  first  to  enlist  evoryljody  who 
came.  To  him  we  may  well  believe  that  fighting  and 
ploughing  seemed  the  only  callings  worthy  of  a  citizen ;  to 
turn  lazzaroni  into  soldiers  might  seem  a  charitable  work  ;  if 
they  died,  the  commonwealth  was  well  rid  of  them ;  if  they 
lived  through  the  campaign,  he  had  turned  useless  citizens 
into  useful  ones.  The  language  of  satire  is  not  always  the 
language  of  truth,  but  certainly  no  saying  was  ever  truer 
than  the  noble  lines  of  Juvenal,  which  set  forth  the  glory  and 
happiness  of  Marius,  had  he  never  shown  himself  on  any 
stage  but  his  own  element,  the  field  of  battle.* 

We  will  now  turn  to  his  rival.  Lucius  Cornelius  Sulla 
had  in  his  veins  some  of  the  oldest  and  proudest  blood  of 
Rome,  and  yet  he  owed  almost  as  little  to  hereditary  descent 
as  Marius  himself.  He  was  a  patrician  of  the  patricians,  a 
member  of  that  great  Cornelian  Gens  which  gave  Rome  her 
Cossi  and  her  Scipios,  but  his  immediate  forefathers  were 
obscure,  and  his  inherited  wealth  was  probably  smaller  than 
that  of  the  Yolscian  yeoman.  Men  might  almost  have  looked 
to  see  him,  like  Clodius  and  Caesar,  take  the  popular  side, 
as  that  which  was  most  natural  in  his  position.  But  he  was 
twenty  years  younger  than  Marius ;  his  rival  was  committed 
to  the  one  party,  and  he  could  become  great  only  as  the 
chief  of  the  other.  But  neither  rivalry  with  Marius  nor  the 
desire  of  personal  greatness  was  at  all  the  ruling  passion  in 
the  heart  of  Sulla.  If  any  man  ever  was  a  born  aristocrat, 
he  was  one.  Amidst  all  his  vices  and  crimes,  we  cannot 
help  yielding  a  certain  admiration  to  the  sincere,  we  might 

*  Juvenal,  x.  298. 

'  Quid  illo  cive  tulisset 
Natura  in  terris,  quid  Roma  beatius  umquam, 
Si  circumducto  captivorum  agmine,  et  onini 
Bellorum  pompa,  animam  exhalasset  opimam, 
Qiuini  de  Teutonico  vellet  descendere  cnrru  ? ' 
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almost  say  disinterested,  steadiness  with  which  he  clave  to 
the  political  party  which  he  had  chosen.  Sulla  was  not 
exactly  ambitious,  at  least  he  at  all  times  loved  pleasure  better 
than  power  ;  he  utterly  looked  down  on  his  fellow-creatures, 
and  could  not  stoop  to  the  ordinary  arts  of  the  demagogue. 
Had  it  been  otherwise,  he  might  no  doubt  have  risen  to 
sovereign  power  by  the  same  course  as  Dionysios  and  Caesar. 
His  genius  both  for  war  and  for  politics  was  consummate ; 
but  he  loved  ease  and  luxury  better  than  either ;  he  took  to 
public  life  as  it  were  by  fits  and  starts,  and  he  at  least  pro- 
fessed to  have  been  driven  into  Civil  War  without  any 
choice  of  his  own.  But,  when  he  was  once  fairly  on  the 
scene,  he  carried  out  his  object  without  flinching.  That 
object  was  the  restoration  of  what  he  held  to  be  the  old, 
uncorrupted,  aristocratic  government  of  Eome.  To  bring  that 
about,  he  let  neither  law  nor  conscience  stand  in  his  way. 
He  was  not  cruel  in  the  sense  of  delighting  in  human  suffer- 
ing ;  his  natural  character  indeed  is  said  to  have  been 
eminently  the  reverse.  He  was  easily  moved  to  pity ;  he 
was  capable  of  love,  perhaps  of  friendship,  in  a  high  degree. 
But  he  stuck  at  no  sort  of  crime  which  could,  even  indirectly, 
tend  to  compass  his  ends.  '  Stone  dead  hath  no  fellow  ; '  so 
he  got  rid  of  his  prisoners  and  his  political  opponents  by 
the  most  fearful  massacres  in  European  history.  And  more 
than  this ;  as  long  as  it  suited  his  purpose,  he  winked  at 
crimes  of  every  kind  in  those  whom  he  thought  likely  to 
be  won  by  such  licence  to  be  useful  tools  for  his  purpose. 
An  unscrupulous  partizan  was  worth  having ;  for  the  sake  of 
such  an  one  he  would  add  names  to  the  proscription-list  which 
his  own  political  ends  would  not  have  placed  there.  We  may 
believe  that  Marius  thoroughly  enjoyed  a  massacre  of  his 
enemies,  but  that  he  would  have  shrunk  from  the  wanton 
murder  of  any  man  who  was  not  his  enemy.  Sulla  took  no 
pleasure  in  bloodshed,*  but  he  would  shed  any  amount  of 

*  Another  German  biographer  of  Sulla  says : — '  Aber  es  ist  ein 
Unterschied  zu  machen,  zwischen  jenor  muthwilligen  Grausamkeit, 
welche    sich    ihrer    Unthaten    erfreut,    oder  .  aus    Eachsucht    oder   zur 
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blood,  guilty  or  innocent,  which  was  likely  to  serve  his 
ends.  When  his  object  was  once"  gained,  his  cruelties  came 
to  an  end.  There  is  nothing  in  the  rule  of  Sulla  like  the 
frantic  tyranny  of  some  of  the  Emperors,  or  of  some  Italian 
tyrants  of  later  days.  Nero  lighted  up  Rome  with  burning 
Christians  ;  Grian-Maria  Visconti  amused  himself  with  hunt- 
ing his  subjects  through  the  streets  with  bloodhounds.  8ulla 
was  never  guilty  of  crimes  of  so  foolish  a  kind.  He  did  not 
kill  people  for  mere  sport,  neither  did  he  put  them  to  death 
by  torture.*  To  be  sure,  even  when  the  proscription  was 
over,  he  ever  and  anon  reminded  the  People  that  they  had 
given  him  power  of  life  and  death.  When  Ofella,  one  of  his 
best  officers,  sued  for  the  consulship  in  an  illegal  manner, 
Sulla  had  him  cut  down  before  all  men  in  the  Forum. 
By  a  more  unjustifiable  stretch  of  power,  after  he  had  laid 
down  his  dictatorship,  he  caused  Granius  of  Puteoli  to  be 
strangled  before  his  eyes  for  attempting  to  shirk  or  embezzle 
the  local  contribution  to  the  rebuilding  of  the  Capitol.f  Of 
these  two  acts,  the  latter  was  a  mere  murder  done  by  a 
private  man,  but  it  was  a  murder  with  a  purpose,  and  that 
a  public  purpose.     Through  the  whole   of  Sulla's  tyranny 


Befriedigung  einer  andern  kleinichen  Leidenschaft  mordet,  und  zwischen 
der  Grausamkeit,  welche,  um  einen  grossen,  an  sich  oder  in  den  Aiigen 
des  Handelnden,  loblichen  Zweck  zu  erreichen,  kein  Opfer  fiir  zu  gross 
halt.'  (Zacharia,  Lucius  Cornelius  Sulla,  177 ;  Mannheim,  1850.)  The 
words  are  tinged  with  the  author's  spirit  of  apology  for  the  crimes  of  Sulla, 
hut  they  contain  much  truth. 

*  Marcus  Marius  Gratidianus  was  put  to  death  in  a  horrible  way  durino' 
the  proseription,  but  this  was  the  private  brutality  of  Catilina.  That  it 
was  done  by  Sulla's  order  is  not  to  be  inferred  from  the  few  words  of  Livy's 
Epitomator. 

t  The  story  of  Ofella  is  given  most  fully  by  Appian  (i.  101),  who 
supplies  the  legal  objection  to  Ofella's  candidature,  which  is  passed  by  in 
Plutarch  and  in  the  Epitome  of  Livy.  One  of  Sulla's  laws  required  that 
men  should  rise  to  the  high  offices  of  the  state  in  regular  order  :  the  Pr£etor 
must  have  served  as  ^dile,  and  the  Consul  must  have  served  as  Prjetor. 
Quintus  Ofella  sued  for  the  consulship  per  saltum,  without  having  been 
Prfetor  or  ^dile.  Sulla  bade  him  leave  off ;  and  when  he  still  went  on 
with  his  canvass,  he  bade  a  centurion  to  kill  him. 

Z 
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there  is  nothing  passionate ;  it  is  not  so  much  cruelty  as 
recklessness  of  human  life  ;  it  is  the  cold,  deliberate,  ex- 
terminating, policy  of  a  man  who  has  an  object  to  fulfil,  and 
who  will  let  nothing  stand  in  the  way  of  that  object.  We 
do  not  say  this  in  justification,  or  even  in  palliation.  The 
cold-blooded,  politic,  massacres  of  Sulla  seem  to  us  to  imply 
a  lower  moral  state  than  the  ferocious  revenge  of  Marius,  or 
even  than  the  bloody  madness  of  Caius  or  Nero.  In  these 
latter  cases  indeed  the  very  greatness  of  the  crime  becomes 
its  own  protection.  Its  doers  seem  to  be  removed  out  of  the 
class  of  responsible  human  beings  into  the  class  of  madmen 
or  of  wild  beasts.  But  the  massacres  of  Sulla  were  the  de- 
liberate acts  of  a  man  whose  genius  as  scholar,  statesman, 
and  general  altogether  bars  him  from  the  poor  excuse  of 
those  tyrants  whom  we  charitably  believe  to  have  lost  their 
senses.  That  such  a  man  should  have  done  such  deeds  puts 
human  nature  in  a  far  more  fearful  light  than  it  is  put  by 
the  frantic  crimes  of  silly  youths  whose  heads  were  turned 
by  the  possession  of  absolute  power. 

It  is  a  very  paltry  and  superficial  view  to  attribute  the 
acts  of  Sulla  to  '  passion '  and  *  fury, '  and  to  hold  that  his 
end  throughout  was  merely  his  own  self-indulgence.  Those 
who  talk  in  this  way  must  have  read  history  carelessly  indeed. 
That  Sulla  loved  pleasure  better  than  power  we  have  already 
said  ;  but,  when  once  roused  to  political  life,  he  had  a 
political  object  which  he  followed  out  unflinchingly.  His 
old  patrician  blood  forbade  him  alike  to  aspire  to  be  a  King 
and  to  sink  to  be  a  demagogue.  He  would  win  back  for  the 
Roman  aristocracy  all  its  ancient  pride  and  power.  He  would 
have  no  more  turbulent  mobs,  no  more  factious  Tribunes  ;  he 
would  have  no  more  discontented  Allies  claiming  to  intrude 
themselves  into  the  Roman  Senate  or  the  Roman  Forum. 
The  Senate  of  Rome  should  again  rule  Italy  and  the  world. 
Etruria,  Samnium,  Lucania,  dared  to  set  themselves  in  array 
against  the  majesty  of  the  Roman  commonwealth.  The 
strong  arm  of  the  Dictator  came  down  on  the  rebels  with  the 
heaviest  vengeance.     Prisoners  of  war  were  slaughtered  by 
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thousands ;  cities  were  overthrown,  and  whole  districts  were 
wasted  ;  the  revolted  nations  were,  as  far  as  nations  can  bo, 
swepu  from  the  face  of  the  earth.  Thus  was  Rome's  supremacy 
secured,  and  the  ownerless  lands  stood  ready  to  reward  the 
faithful  soldiers  of  Rome  and  her  Dictator.  Inside  the  walls 
of  Rome  he  followed  out  as  vigorous  a  policy  to  secure  the 
power  of  the  Senate  as  he  followed  outside  them  to  secure  the 
power  of  Rome  over  Italy.  Every  tradition  of  the  past  was 
bound  up  in  the  honoured  formula  of  the  Senate  and  People. 
To  have  taken  away  all  power  from  the  People,  to  have  made 
Rome  like  a  narrow  Greek  oligarchy,  would  have  been  the  act, 
not  of  a  restorer  but  a  revolutionist.  But  Sulla  could  lessen 
the  power  of  the  popular  element  by  every  restriction  which 
savoured  of  antiquity,  and  he  could  do  much  to  make  the 
people  degraded  and  subservient.  At  one  blow  he  enfran- 
chised ten  thousand  slaves  whom  his  j)roscription  had  set  free 
from  their  masters.  They  bore  his  name,  they  owed  to  him 
their  political  being  ;  ten  thousand  citizens,  ten  thousand 
Cornelii,  were  at  once  called  into  being  to  guard  his  person 
and  to  vote  as  he  bade  them.  A  Fabius  or  a  Scipio  would 
have  shrunk  with  horror  from  tainting  the  Roman  People 
with  such  a  plague-spot.  But  Sulla  was  an  aristocrat  of  the 
school  of  the  old  Claudii ;  he  acted  in  the  spirit  of  the  Censor 
Appius  when  he  scattered  the  freedom  through  all  the  tribes. 
A  degraded  and  mongrel  people  would  be  more  subservient 
than  the  genuine,  high-spirited,  plebeians  of  old.  AVhat  Sulla 
least  wished  to  see  was  a  Commons  of  the  old  type,  strong 
in  the  assertion  of  their  own  rights,  but  reverencing  law  and 
order  ;  acting  under  the  guidance  of  worthy  leaders,  but  not 
prepared  to  be  the  satellites  and  bravos  of  any  man.  All  his 
political  legislation  tended  at  once  to  degrade  the  popular 
character  and  to  lessen  the  popular  power.  Legislation  was 
transferred  from  the  Assembly  of  the  Tribes  to  that  of  the 
Centuries,  where  property  had  more  weight  than  numbers  ; 
and  even  this  more  trustworthy  body  was  allowed  to  vote 
only  on  such  proposals  as  were  laid  before  it  by  the  Senate. 
The  tribuneship  was  too  old  an  institution  to  be  swept  away, 
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but  it  might  be  made  harmless.  No  man  could  now  be 
Tribune  who  had  not  been  at  least  Quaestor  ;  the  Tribune 
could  no  longer  summon  assemblies  and  propose  laws  ;  he  who 
had  been  Tribune  could  not  aspire  to  the  loftier  offices  of 
Praetor  and  Consul.  Men  could  henceforth  rise  to  the  higher 
magistracies  only  by  regularly  passing  through  the  lower, 
with  fixed  intervals  between  each.  The  six  successive  con- 
sulships of  the  elder  Marius,  the  consulship  of  the  younger  at 
the  age  of  twenty,  were  thus  wholly  shut  out.  In  every- 
thing, in  the  spirit  if  not  in  the  letter,  Rome  was  to  go  back 
to  what  she  was  before  the  Licinian  Laws,  almost  to  what 
she  was  before  the  Decemvirate. 

In  all  this  Sulla  acted  strictly  as  an  aristocratic  leader. 
He  did  not  aspire  to  kingship,  or  even  to  tyranny.  He 
founded  no  dynasty.  He  had  children  and  kinsmen  ;  but  he 
did  nothing  to  secure  for  them  any  superiority  above  other 
Eoman  nobles.  He  did  not  even  keep  his  own  power  for  his 
lifetime.  Created  Dictator,  with  absolute  authority  for  an 
unlimited  time,  he  wielded  his  boundless  powers  with  terrible 
effect  till  he  looked  on  his  work  as  done.  He  then  laid  down 
his  office;  he  offered  to  account  to  all  the  world  for  his 
actions  ;  and  he  withdrew  to  enjoy  those  pleasures,  intel- 
lectual and  sensual,  which  he  loved  better  than  governing 
the  world.  His  crimes  were  greater  in  degree  than  those  of 
either  Caesar  or  of  either  Buonaparte  ;  but  there  is  something 
in  all  this  which  sets  him  above  any  of  the  four.  To  say  that 
Sulla  had  a  conscience,  to  say  that  he  followed  any  object 
because  he  thought  it  right,  might  be  going  too  far  ;  but  he 
had  an  object  before  him  which  was  not  wholly  selfish  ;  he 
was  above  the  vulgar  ambition  of  becoming  a  King  and 
the  father  of  Kings.  When  the  man  who  had  killed — the 
reckoning  is  Appian's — fifteen  Consulars,  ninety  Senators, 
two  thousand  six  hundred  knights,  who  had  confiscated  their 
goods  and  declared  their  children  incapable  of  office,  who  had 
moreover  wasted  whole  cities  and  lands,  and  had  slaughtered 
a  hundred  thousand  Romans  and  Italians  either  in  his 
battles  or  in  massacres  after  his  battles, — when  the  man  who 
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had  done  all  this  offered  to  explain  to  any  one  his  reasons  for 
doing  it,  and  walked  home  without  a  single  lictor, — there 
was  something  in  all  this  of  mockery,  something  of  utter 
contempt  for  mankind  ;  but  there  was  also  something  of 
a  feeling  that  he  had  not  been  working  and  sinning  only 
for  his  own  gain  or  his  own  vanity  ;  there  was  a  kind  of 
patriotism  in  the  man,  perverted  and  horrible  as  was  the 
form  which  it  took. 

The  private  life  of  Sulla  was  as  wide  a  contrast  as  can  be 
thought  of  to  the  private  life  of  Marius.  Everything  we  hear 
of  Marius  leads  us  to  believe  that  his  household  was  an  old 
Eoman  household  of  the  best  kind.  But  he  was  utterly  with- 
out intellectual  tastes  or  acquirements  of  any  sort.  Sulla,  on 
the  other  hand,  was  a  man  of  taste,  a  man  of  learning ;  he 
studied  both  Latin  and  Greek  authors  ;  he  busied  himself  in 
writing  the  history  of  his  own  times  down  to  the  day  of  his 
death.  He  was  a  sensual  and  intellectual  voluptuary  ;  he  was 
well  pleased  to  unbend,  to  leave  public  affairs  behind  him ; 
he  loved  sportive  and  merry  conversation ;  he  loved  the 
company  of  actors  and  artists  of  all  kinds,  from  men  of  high 
character  like  the  great  Quintus  Koscius  down  to  the  lowest 
instruments,  male  and  female,  of  his  pleasures  and  his 
amusements.  He  indulged,  seemingly  through  his  whole 
life,  in  every  form  of  sensual  vice.  And  yet  even  his 
domestic  life  is  not  without  its  redeeming  features.  How  far 
he  was  capable  of  friendship,  as  distinguished  from  political 
partizanship,  we  can  hardly  judge.  Certainly  towards  his 
partizans,  Pompeius,  Crassus,  and  the  viler  Catilina,  his  error 
was  on  the  side  of  indulgence.  But  the  strangest  part  of 
his  character  in  this  way  is  shown  in  his  relations  to  his 
successive  wives.  For  an  unfaithful  husband  to  be  also  an 
affectionate  husband  is  no  very  strange  phsenomenon ;  the 
annals  of  royal  houses  will  supply  examples  enough.  But 
Sulla  was  something  much  more  than  an  unfaithful  husband, 
he  was  a  man  given  up  to  every  kind  of  foul  and  unnatural 
debauchery,  and  yet  he  evidently  both  loved  and  was  loved 
by  those  of  his  wives  of  whom  we  have  tiny  account.      He 
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married  five  times.  Of  bis  first  two  wives  we  know  nothing 
but  the  names  ;  tbe  tbird,  Cselia,  be  divorced  on  pretence  of 
barrenness,  in  order  to  marry  Caecilia  Metella.  Metella 
plays  no  unimportant  part  in  bis  bistory,  and  tbe  rebitions 
of  tbe  pair  were  tbrougbout  tbose  of  confidence  and  affection. 
If  be  divorced  ber  on  ber  very  deatb-bed,  it  was  from  a 
motive  of  religion,  and  by  tbe  order  of  tbe  cbiefs  of  tbe 
national  worsbip ;  be  was  bolding  a  solemn  feast,  and  bis 
house  might  not  at  such  a  time  be  defiled  by  mourning. 
But  be  made  what  amends  be  could  by  giving  ber  a 
magnificent  funeral,  in  defiance  of  one  of  his  own  laws.  He 
ended  by  a  strange  love-match  with  a  Valeria,  the  details  of 
which,  as  given  by  Plutarch,  remind  us  of  a  cause  which  has 
lately  exercised  the  ingenuity  of  Irish  and  Scottish  lawyers.* 
He  bad  children  by  three  of  bis  wives.  His  only  surviving 
son  was  of  tender  age  when  be  died ;  but  be  left  also  a 
brother  and  a  nephew,  fuller  materials  for  a  Cornelian 
dynasty  than  Caesar  left  for  a  Julian  dynasty.  But  son, 
daughter,  brother,  nephew,  were  all  left  in  their  native  rank 
of  Roman  patricians,  to  win  such  honours  as  the  Roman 
People  might  give  them. 

The  religion  or  superstition  of  Sulla  is  a  curious  subject, 
which  Dr.  Merivale,  alone  among  the  English  historians  of 
tbe  time,  has  set  forth  as  it  deserves.  Caius  Marius,  we  have 
no  doubt,  sincerely  and  honestly,  like  a  good  citizen,  said  his 
prayers  and  offered  bis  sacrifices  to  Jupiter  of  tbe  Capitol  and 
to  Mars  the  father  of  Rome.  If  be  carried  about  with  him 
a  Syrian — perhaps  a  Jewish — prophetess  named  Martha,  we 
must  remember  that  Jupiter  and  Mars  were  tolerant  deities, 
who,  as  long  as  they  were  duly  worshipped  themselves,  had 

*  She  sat  next  him  at  a  show  of  gladiators,  and  drew  tlie  hem  of  his 
toga  over  her,  to  share  in  his  good  luck.  Then  follows  a  whole  story  of 
courtship,  a  curious  episode  in  such  a  life  as  that  of  Sulla,  (Plut.  Sulla 
35.) 

[The  story  is  also  told  in  a  fragment  of  Dion,  i.  146  of  Dindorf's 
edition.  Both  Plutarch  and  Dion  call  this  Valeria  a  sister  of  the  great 
<ii:iLor  Hortcnsius,  wliicli  can  hardly  be.  See  Druniann,  Geschichte  Roms, 
ii.  508.] 
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nothing  to  say  against  strange  Gods  being  worshipped  also. 
Sulla's  creed  was  more  remarkable  and  personal.  He  was 
certainly  not  an  Epicurean  in  the  sense  of  shutting  out  the 
Gods  from  all  care  for  human  affairs.  He  had  the  deepest 
belief  in  fortune,  in  his  own  good  luck  ;  but  that  good  luck 
did  not  come  to  him  by  blind  chance,  it  was  his  portion  as 
the  special  favourite  of  the  Gods.  But  Sulla's  religion  was 
rather  Greek  than  Roman.  He  was  the  favourite  of  Aphro- 
dite :  she  gave  him  victories  of  all  kinds ;  through  her  grace 
women  yielded  to  him  their  favours,  and  his  enemies  yielded 
to  him  trophies  and  triumphs.  He  gave  himself  the  title  of 
Felix ;  he  called  his  children  by  the  hitherto  unknown  names 
of  Faustus  and  Fausta;  but  his  own  Greek  translation  of 
Felix  was  Epaphroditos,  the  darling,  not  of  blind  chance, 
but  of  Aphrodite.  He  carried  also,  reminding  one  of  Lewis 
the  Eleventh,  an  image  of  the  Delphian  Apollo  in  his  bosom, 
which  he  drew  forth  and  addressed  in  fervent  prayer  in  the 
heat  of  his  great  battle  by  the  CoUine  Gate.  In  the  height 
of  his  power,  he  dedicated  a  tenth  of  his  substance  to 
Hercules,*  and  it  was  in  the  midst  of  this  festival  that  the 
priests  made  him  divorce  Metella.  He  paid  strict  heed  to 
dreams  and  omens,  he  set  them  down  in  his  Memoirs,  and 
he  bade  his  lieutenant  LucuUus  to  attend  above  all  things  to 
the  warnings  which  were  thus  given  him  by  the  Gods.f  He 
put  faith  in  Chaldsean  soothsayers,  who,  in  the  midst  of  his 
greatness,  dared  to  tell  him  when  it  was  time  for  him  to 
die.  He  believed  in  another  world,  and  looked  for  a  place  in 
some  paradise  of  his  own,  of  whose  nature  one  would  like  to 
hear  more.  Shortly  before  his  death, — our  authority  is 
Sulla  himself, — his  young  son  Lucius,  the  deceased  child  of 
Metella,  appeared  to  him  as  he  slept,  and  bade  him  come  and 
live  with  his  mother  in  a  land  of  rest  and  freedom  from  care. 
He  had  then,  blood-stained  and  debauched  as  he  was,  some 
dream  of  a  better  state  of  things  to  which  the  Gods  would 
admit  their  favourite,  where  wars  and  tumults  were  to  be  at 
an  end,  where  the  chaste  love  of  Metella  would  still  be  in 
*  See  above,  p.  263.  t  Autarch,  Sulla,  6. 
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its  place,  but  from  which  we  may  deem  that  Marius  and 
Sulpicius,  Nikopolis  and  Metrobios,  would  all  alike  be  shut 
out.  It  is  wonderful  indeed  thus  to  see  the  author  of  the 
proscription  going  out  of  the  world  with  hopes  for  the  future 
such  as  might  almost  have  cheered  the  death-bed  of  a 
Christian  saint. 

We  have  thus  tried  to  draw  the  characters  of  these  two 
mighty  men,  and  we  have  drawn  that  of  Sulla,  as  by  far  the 
more  remarkable  study  of  human  nature,  at  much  greater 
length  than  that  of  his  rival.  In  so  doing  we  have  of  course 
forestalled  the  mention  of  many  particular  actions  of  both. 
It  is  now  time  to  see  their  characters  more  fully  at  work  in  a 
summary,  however  short,  of  the  main  events  of  their  lives. 
The  ancient  writers  delight  in  contrasts  between  the  earlier 
and  the  later  character  both  of  Marius  and  of  Sulla.  The 
deliverer  from  the  Cimbri  and  the  deliverer  from  Mithridates 
form  a  fine  subject  for  rhetorical  opposition  to  the  party- 
leaders  who  deluged  Italy  with  the  blood  of  citizens.  Now 
we  have  no  doubt  that  Marius  and  Sulla,  like  many  other 
men,  lived  to  do  deeds  of  which  they  would  once  have  believed 
themselves  to  be  incapable.  The  young  officer  whom  Scipio 
u9^milianus  marked  out  for  honour  at  Numantia,  the  young 
Quaestor  who  found  out  his  marvellous  diplomatic  powers  at 
the  court  of  Bocchus,  most  surely  neither  of  them  looked 
forward  to  the  day  when  each  would  lead  hostile  armies  to 
the  gates  of  Rome.  But  we  do  not  believe  in  sudden  changes 
in  men's  characters.  Men's  dispositions  are  born  with  them  ; 
their  special  developement  is  due  to  education,  to  after  cir- 
cumstances— in  really  wise  and  virtuous  men,  to  diligent 
training  of  themselves.  The  deliverer  of  Rome  was,  in  each 
case,  not  another  man  from  her  tyrant,  but  essentially  the 
same  man  under  different  circumstances.  Neither  Marius 
nor  Sulla  did  any  great  crime  till  comparatively  late  in  life ; 
had  Sulla  died  at  the  age  of  fifty,  and  Marius  at  that  of 
sixty,  they  would  have  filled  a  much  smaller  jilace  in  history 
than  they  do  ;  but  such  place  as  they  would  fill  would  be  in 
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the  character  of  faithful  and  useful  servants  of  their  country. 
But  we  do  not  believe  in  any  sudden  corruption.  Each 
found  himself  in  his  later  years  placed  under  circumstances 
and  laid  open  to  temptations  from  which  his  youth  had 
been  free.  The  later  man  was  something  very  different  from 
the  earlier,  but  the  difference  was  one  which  was  wholly 
brought  about  by  the  calling  into  full  play  of  qualities 
which  had  hitherto  slumbered  or  had  been  only  feebly  called 
forth. 

Marius  was  more  than  fifty  years  old  when  he  is  brought 
before  us  by  Sallust  in  the  Jugurthine  War.  But  he  had 
already  distinguished  himself  as  an_  officer ;  he  had  won  the 
marked  approval  of  the  younger  Scipio ;  he  had  been  Tribune 
of  the  Commons,  and,  as  such,  he  had  acted  the  by  no  means 
demagogic  part  of  opposing  the  distribution  of  corn  to  the 
people.  But  he  had  won  the  hatred  of  the  nobility  by  carry- 
ing a  measure  the  object  of  which  was,  by  some  mechanical 
means,  to  give  more  freedom  to  the  popular  vote.  He  had 
filled  the  office  of  Praetor,  and  had  administered  a  province 
with  credit.  He  had  thus  risen  to  curule  rank,  and  would 
hand  down  some  small  share  of  nobility  to  his  descendants. 
But  he  had  won  the  bitter  hatred  of  the  class  into  which  he 
had  thus  partially  thrust  himself.  The  new  man  at  least 
should  not  be  Consul.  The  new  man  himself  was  making 
ready  by  every  means  to  compass  his  own  elevation  to  the 
highest  place  in  the  state.  Some  of  his  arts,  as  recorded  by 
Sallust,  seem  rather  paltry  ;  but,  even  among  ourselves, 
men  say  things  on  the  hustings  which  they  would  not  say 
anywhere  else.  Metellus,  his  commander  in  Africa,  a  man 
otherwise  of  pure  and  noble  character,  deemed  it  his  duty 
to  throw  every  hindrance  in  his  way.  For  a  Marius  to  be 
Consul  seemed  then  as  monstrous  to  a  Metellus  as,  two 
hundred  and  fifty  years  before,  the  like  elevation  of  a  Metellus 
would  have  seemed  to  Appius  Claudius.  A  foolish  insult  on 
the  part  of  Metellus  brought  matters  to  a  head.  Marius 
might  stand  for  the  consulship  some  day  when  the  young 
Metellus  was  of  age  to  be  his  colleague — that  is,  Marius 
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might  stand,  if  lie  pleased,  when  he  was  drawing  near  the  age 
of  eighty.  Marius  became  Consul,  Proconsul ;  he  subdued 
Numidia ;  he  led  Jugurtha  in  triumph  through  the  streets 
of  Rome.*  He  was  chosen,  contrary  to  all  law  and  custom, 
Consul  for  a  second,  a  third,  a  fourth,  a  fifth  time,  in  suc- 
cessive years,  as  the  one  man  who  could  save  Eome  from 
the  great  Northern  invasion.  Save  her  he  did,  and  that 
thoroughly  ;  the  hosts  of  the  Cimbrians  and  Teutones  were 
utterly  cut  off ;  the  Massaliots  fenced  in  their  vineyards  with 
the  bones  of  the  slaughtered  Northmen.  Marius  was  ranked 
with  Eomulus  and  Camillus  as  the  Third  Founder  of  Rome  ; 
men  poured  out  drink-offerings  to  him  together  with  the 
Gods — the  first  beginning,  it  may  be,  of  that  impious  flattery 
which  Rome,  a  hundred  years  later,  lavished  as  a  matter  of 
course  upon  all  her  tyrants.  That  the  great  salvation  of 
Aqua3  Sextise  was  due  to  Marius  no  man  ever  doubted ;  that 
he  had  but  a  small  share  in  the  crowning  mercy  of  Vercellae 
is  told  us  indeed  by  his  biographer,  but  it  is  told  us  on 
the  authority  of  Sulla.  His  country  hearkened  to  no  such 
whispers  ;  she  hailed  the  yeoman  of  Arpinum,  and  not  the 
noble  Catulus,  as  her  true  deliverer ;  she  honoured  in  him 
the  union  of  modesty  and  valour,  when  he  declined  a  triumph 
over  the  Teutones  in  which  his  army  could  not  share,  and 
while  the  host  of  the  Cimbrians  had  yet  to  be  overcome. 
Well  indeed  had  it  been  for  his  fame  had  he  died  as  he  came 
down  from  his  Teutonic  chariot.f 

Thus  far  had  the  career  of  Marius  been  great  and  glorious, 

*  The  horrible  death  of  Jugurtha,  strugghng  for  six  days  with  cold 
and  hunger  in  a  Roman  dungeon,  is  not  the  less  horrible  because  of  the 
fearful  crimes  of  which  he  had  been  guilty.  But  why  was  he  not  simply 
beheaded,  like  Caius  Pontius,  like  Vercingetorix,  like  the  many  other  noble 
victims  whom  Rome  led  in  bonds  through  her  streets  and  murdered  in  cold 
blood?  One  cannot  help  suspecting  that  there  was  some  superstitious 
motive  which  forbade  the  shedding  of  blood  in  this  particular  case.  Perseus 
of  Macedonia,  according  to  one  very  doubtful  story,  was  worried  to  death 
by  being  kept  from  sleep.  If  this  be  true,  the  superstition  is  intelligible, 
fur  Perseus  had  surrendered,  and  his  slaughter  would  have  been  a  breach 
of  faith. 

t  [Sec  my  former  volume  of  Essays,  p.  398,] 
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because  the  baser  side  of  his  character  had  had  as  yet  but 
small  opportunity  to  sliow  itself.     He  had  raised  himself, 
by  sheer  good  service  to  his  country,  from  a  humble  Volscian 
form  to  a  place  alongside  of  heroes  and  demigods.     He  had 
shown  all  the  virtues  of  the  old  Roman  plebeian ;  if  he  had 
shown  too  something  of  the  rougher  side  of  that  character, 
so  had  men  no  less  venerated  by  later  ages  than  Fabricius, 
Manius  Curius,  and  Marcus    Porcius  Cato.     He  had  won 
victories  at  home  and  abroad ;  he  had  won  the  consulship,  in 
his  own  words,  from  the  nobles,  like  spoils  from  a  vanquished 
enemy  ;  he  had,  new   man   as   he   was,  shown   the   moral 
courao-e  to  withstand  the  licentiousness  of  the  low  rabble  of 
the  Forum  ;  he  had  led  a  dreaded  King  in  triumph ;  he  had 
saved  Eome  from  a  foe  more  fearful  than  Hannibal  himself. 
But  amid  all  this  glory  we  can  see  the  germs  of  his  future 
crimes.      We  can  see  in  him  the  beginnings   of  personal 
vanity  and  of  incapacity  to  bear  a  rival.     He  envies  Me- 
tellus,  he  envies  Catulus  ;  above  all,  he  envies  Sulla.     The 
fierce  conqueror,  untutored  and  unrefined,  half  grudged,  half 
despised,  the  wonderful  diplomatic  powers  of  his  patrician 
lieutenant.      It  was  Sulla,  after  all,  who,  by  winning  over 
Bocchus  to  the  side  of  Rome,  at  last  brought  about  what  the 
arms  of  Metellus  and  Marius  had  failed  to  bring  about,  the 
final  capture  of  Jugurtha.     Both  in  the  Jugurthine  and  the 
Teutonic  wars,  Sulla  served  under  Marius  in  high  but  still 
subordinate  offices,  such  as  became  a  rising  man  twenty  years 
younger  than  his  chief.     In  those  offices  he  had  won  fame 
enough  to  make  men  foretell  his  future  greatness,  but  not  so 
much  fame  that  a  man  who  had  been  five  times  Consul,  who 
had  won  two  triumphs  and  declined  a  third,  had  any  real 
need   to    envy  him.      Scipio    iEmilianus    had    nobly  and 
generously  pointed  out  Marius  as  the  man  who  might  one 
day  fill  his  own  place.     Marius  had  no  such  feeling  towards 
his  own  brilliant  young  officer.     Sulla  was  young,  noble, 
gifted  with  powers  in  which  Marius  knew  that  he  himself 
had  no  part.      Marius  hated  him  from  the  day  when  he  en- 
graved the  capture  of  Jugurtha  on  his  ring.     But  years  had 
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to  pass  before  Kome  was  to  feel  the  full  effects  of  the 
hatred  of  the  plebeian  against  the  patrician,  of  the  mere 
soldier  against  the  man  who  was  soldier,  scholar,  and  law- 
giver in  one. 

After  his  triumph,  Marius  was  again  chosen  to  a  sixth 
consulship.  For  this  breach  of  all  established  rule  there 
was  no  longer  any  pretext :  the  Northern  invaders  were 
destroyed  ;  there  was  no  war  of  any  moment  elsewhere  ;  the 
deepest  political  questions  were  indeed  ready  to  arise  at 
any  moment,  but  Rome  had  many  citizens  to  whose  hands, 
in  a  moment  of  civil  danger,  she  could  more  safely  entrust 
the  care  of  her  welfare  than  to  the  hands  of  Caius  Marius. 
But  Marius  had  tasted  the  sweets  of  power,  and  he  would 
not  willingly  come  down  again  from  his  height.  To  shut 
out  Metellus  from  the  consulship,  he  did  not  scruple  to 
ally  himself  with  the  most  infamous  of  men.  He  became 
the  partner  of  Saturninus  and  Glaucia — of  Saturninus,  who, 
when  he  failed  in  a  legal  contest  for  the  tribuneship, 
murdered  his  successful  competitor,  and  seized  his  place  by 
virtue  of  a  sham  election.  In  this  disgraceful  year  (b.c. 
100)  the  reputation  of  Marius  was  damaged  for  ever ;  yet 
many  of  the  measures  which  he  supported  were  thoroughly 
good  in  themselves,  if  they  had  only  been  proposed  by 
more  reputable  men,  and  in  a  more  lawful  manner.  Marius 
and  his  allies  were  the  friends  of  the  agricultural  plebeians 
and  of  the  Italian  allies ;  that  is,  they  were  the  friends  of 
the  best  elements  which  Italy  still  contained  ;  the  mob  of 
the  Forum  was  in  alliance  with  the  aristocrats  against  them. 
Marius  had  already,  without  any  legal  right,  bestowed 
citizenship  on  a  whole  division  of  the  Italians  who  had 
distinguished  themselves  in  his  wars.  Amid  the  din  of 
arms,  he  could  not  hear  the  voice  of  the  laws.  To  give 
grants  of  land  to  the  deliverers  of  Italy  was  no  more  than 
the  fit  reward  of  merit ;  it  was  a  course  suggested  by  the 
precedents  of  the  best  days  of  Eome ;  it  was  a  measure 
which,  of  all  others,  would  do  most  to  preserve  the  rapidly 
lessening  class  to  whom  Rome  owed  her  greatness.     Un- 
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luckily,  thanks  to  the  encroachments  of  the  nobles  and  the 
thonghtlessness  of  the  people,  there  were  no  more  lands 
which  could  be  honestly  divided.  The  materials  for  the 
grant  were  to  be  found  in  a  foul  abuse  of  the  rights  of 
conquest.  Cisalpine  Gaul  had  been  conquered  from  the 
provincials  by  the  Cimbrians ;  the  Roman  People  had 
conquered  it  again  from  the  conquerors ;  it  had  thus,  it  was 
argued,  ceased  to  be  the  property  of  the  provincials,  and 
had  become  the  prize,  first  of  the  Cimbrians,  and  then  of 
the  Eoman  People,  The  Roman  and  Italian  veterans  were 
thus  to  be  provided  for  at  the  expense  of  Roman  subjects 
who  had  already  undergone  all  the  horrors  of  a  barbarian 
invasion.  On  the  other  hand,  to  satisfy  the  mere  mob,  who 
would  have  no  share  in  the  division  of  land,  a  new  law  was 
brought  in  for  distributions  of  corn,  which  this  time  Marius 
did  not  withstand.  But  the  populace  valued  their  own 
corn  less  than  they  envied  the  lands  of  the  veterans. 
Honest  men  of  all  parties  were  indignant  at  the  proposed 
robbery  of  the  provincials ;  the  mere  oligarchs  opposed 
anything  which  was  proposed  by  Saturninus  and  supported 
by  Marius.  The  Consul  had  thus  brought  three  classes  of 
enemies  into  alliance  against  him  ;  the  year  was  passed  in 
strife  and  conflict,  which  at  last  grew  into  open  rebellion. 
The  agricultural  plebeians,  when  their  blood  was  once  up, 
were  no  more  sparing  of  violence  than  the  populace ;  and  the 
conduct  of  Marius  himself  was  a  disgraceful  mixture  of  low 
cunning  and  moral  weakness.  He  neither  stood  by  his 
friends  nor  yet  by  the  commonwealth.  He  had  the  poor  satis- 
faction of  causing  the  exile  of  Metellus  ;  but  he  had  soon  to 
go  out  of  the  way  to  avoid  beholding  his  triumphant  recal.* 
Marius  had  now  utterly  fallen  in  public  esteem,  but  his 

*  [It  is  however  only  fair  to  quote  the  judgement  of  Velleius  (ii.  12)  on 
this  consulship.  '  Sextus  consulatus  ei  veluti  prsemium  ei  meritorum 
datus.  Non  tamen  hujus  consulatus  fraudetur  gloria,  quo  Servilii  Glaucije, 
Saturninique  Apuleii  furorem,  continuatis  honoribus  rempublicam  lacer- 
antium  et  gladiis  quoque  et  c?ede  comitia  discutieutium  consul  armis 
compescuit  hominesque  cxitiahiles  in  Hostilia  curia  morte  mulctavit.'] 
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ambition  was  as  insatiable  as  ever.  He  had  found  that  the 
Forum  and  the  Senate-house  were  theatres  where  he  was 
likely  to  win  no  glory.  But  a  day  might  come  when  Rome 
should  again  call  for  the  sword  of  her  Third  Founder.  A 
new  Jugurtha,  a  new  Teutobochus,  might  again  make  it 
needful  that  the  command  of  the  armies  of  the  common- 
wealth should  be  entrusted  to  no  weaker  hands  than  those 
of  Cains  Marius.  Perhaps  such  a  happy  day  might  even 
be  hastened.  Mithridates  was  rising  to  power  in  the  far 
East :  a  war  with  him  might  lead  to  richer  spoils  and  more 
stately  triumphs  than  could  be  won  at  the  cost  of  Numidians 
and  Teutones.  The  restless  Marius,  under  a  religious 
pretext,  actually  went  into  Asia  to  do  what  he  could  to  stir 
up  strife  between  the  Pontic  King  and  his  country. 

Meanwhile  Sulla  was  rising  into  eminence  slowly  but  surely . 
He  despised  the  office  of  -3j]dile,  and  stood  at  once  for  the 
preetorship.  He  failed  from  a  cause  which  is  worth  remark. 
Sulla  was  the  friend  of  King  Bocchus  ;  King  Bocchus  was 
lord  of  the  land  of  lions  ;  the  friend  of  Bocchus  should  have 
been  iEdile  in  regular  course,  and,  as  jEdile,  he  should 
have  got  lions  from  his  friend  to  be  butchered  in  such  a 
Roman  holiday  as  no  ^dile  before  him  had  ever  made. 
We  in  England  do  not  ask  for  lions  from  our  candidates  ; 
but  time  was  when  some  boroughs  looked  to  their  members 
to  supply  the  materials  of  a  yearly  bull-bait,  and  the 
members'  plate  at  the  local  races  is  not  left  off  even  in  our 
age  of  humanity  and  purity  of  election.  Next  year  Sulla 
got  his  prsetorship,  but  he  got  it  by  being  liberal  of  money 
before  the  election,  and  of  lions  after  it.  He  then  visited 
Asia  as  well  as  Marius,  but  he  went  in  the  legal  character 
of  Propraetor,  to  restore  to  his  throne  one  of  the  friendly 
Kings  whom  Mithridates  had  driven  out.  He  succeeded  in 
his  object,  and  he  had  the  honour  of  being  the  first  Roman 
who  had  any  dealings  with  the  distant  and  mighty  power  of 
Parthia,  Sulla  received  a  Parthian  ambassador,  and  he 
received  him  in  a  style  which,  in  Roman  idefis,  was  but 
keeping  up  the  dignity  of  the  commonwealth,  but  which 
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carried  with  it  such  degradation  in  Eastern  eyes  that  the 
envoy  was  put  to  death  by  his  sovereign  for  submitting 
to  it. 

Were  we  writing  the  history  of  Eome,  and  not  commenting 
on  the  lives  and  characters  of  two  particular  Romans,  there 
is  no  part  of  the  history  of  those  times  on  which  we  should  be 
more  tempted  to  dwell  than  on  the  tribuneship  of  the  younger 
Marcus  Livius  Drusus.  But  neitjier  Marius  nor  Sulla  is 
mentioned  in  any  direct  connexion  with  the  career  of  that 
remarkable  and  perplexing  statesman.  If  not  at  the  same 
moment,  at  any  rate  within  a  very  short  time,  Drusus  played 
the  part  of  Marius  and  of  Sulla  in  one.  He  restored  to  the 
Senate  a  share  in  the  administration  of  justice  ;  but  he  was 
also  a  founder  of  colonies,  a  distributor  of  corn,  a  promoter  of 
the  claim  of  the  Italians  to  the  franchise.  He  was  murdered, 
and  his  laws  died  with  him.  But  his  tribuneship  forms  the 
turning-point  in  the  struggle.  The  failure  of  his  schemes 
drove  the  Italians  to  take  up  arms,  and  the  Civil  War  of 
Marius  and  Sulla  was  essentially  a  continuation  of  the  Social 
War  with  the  Italians.* 

The  rivalry  between  Marius  and  Sulla  was  meanwhile 
growing  more  and  more  deadly.  Both  chiefs  had  gone  into 
Asia  ;  but  Marius  had  gone  only  as  a  private  man  ;  Sulla  had 
gone  as  a  public  officer.  He  had  succeeded  in  the  errand  on 
which  he  was  sent,  and,  if  he  had  not  extended  the  bounds 
of  the  Eoman  dominion,  he  had  brought  a  new  land  within 
the  terror  of  the  Roman  name,  Marcus  Marcius  Censorinus, 
a  strong  partizan  of  Marius,  brought  a  charge  against  Sulla, 
but  he  found  it  wiser  to  withdraw  it  before  trial,  a  kind  of 
bootless  attack  which  is  sure  only  to  strengthen  the  party 
assailed.  King  Bocchus  too  made  an  offering  in  the  Capitol, 
a  group  of  golden  figures  which  represented  himself  giving 
up  Jugurtha,  not  to  the  Consul  Marius,  but  to  his  lieutenant 
Sulla.     By  all  these  things  we  are  told  that  the  wrath  of 

*  '  So  erscheint  er  [der  Biirgerkrieg]  als  eine  Folge  von  dem  Kriese  niit 
den  Bundesgenossen,  ja  in  der  That  uur  als  die  Fortsetziing  dieses  Krieges.' 
(Zachariii,  i.  96.) 
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Marius  was  kindled.  But  we  must  again  remember  that  our 
main  authority  for  these  events  is  the  history  of  Sulla  himself, 
and  that,  if  Marius  had  had  Sulla's  gift  of  memoir-writing, 
he  might  perhaps  have  told  a  different  story. 

And  now  came  the  Social  War  ;  a  war  on  whose  character 
and  objects  we  made  some  remarks  in  a  former  Essay.* 
Both  the  disease  and  the  remedy  arose  from  causes  inherent 
in  that  system  of  purely  municipal  government  which  was 
the  only  form  of  freedom  known  to  the  ancient  world.  To  a 
single  city  indeed  that  system  gave  the  highest  form  of  free- 
dom ;  but  to  a  large  territory  it  carried  with  it  a  bondage 
worse  than  that  of  despotism.  Rome  was  felt  to  be  a  proud 
and  cruel  mistress  to  her  Allies ;  but  the  remedy  sought  for 
was,  not  to  throw  off  her  yoke — not  to  set  up  either  a  federal 
union  or  a  representative  system — but  to  get  the  franchise  of 
the  Roman  city  for  all  the  people  of  Italy.  The  cause  of 
the  Allies  was  taken  up,  as  it  suited  their  purposes,  by  the 
noblest  and  by  the  vilest  of  the  Romans,  by  Saturninus  and 
Glaucia  no  less  than  by  Caius  Gracchus  and  Marcus  Drusus. 
To  Sulla  and  the  high  oligarchs  no  cause  could  be  more 
hateful ;  it  was  a  lowering  of  the  dignity  of  Rome,  and  it 
was  something  which  touched  themselves  yet  more  deeply. 
To  the  Roman  populace  the  enfranchisement  of  the  Allies 
was  hateful  on  low  selfish  grounds,  as  an  infringement  of 
their  monopoly  of  power.  To  the  oligarchs  it  was  hateful 
on  a  ground  no  less  low  and  selfish.  It  would  be  a  real 
strengthening  of  the  people.  They  were  willing  enough  to 
degrade  the  people  by  the  wholesale  enfranchisement  of 
slaves  and  strangers,  Sulla's  Cornelii  and  the  like ;  but  to 
raise  the  people  by  the  enfranchisement  of  honest  yeomen 
and  gallant  soldiers  from  the  Marsian  and  Samnite  lands 
would   be   to   make   it   more   worthy  of  its   constitutional 

*  [Velleius  (ii.  15)  says  of  the  cause  of  the  allies,  '  quorum  ut  fortuna 
atrox,  ita  caussa  fuit  justissiraa,  Petebant  enim  earn  civitatem  cujus 
imperium  armis  tuebantur ;  per  omnes  annos  atque  omnia  bella  duplici 
jinmero  se  militum  equitumqne  fungi,  neque  in  ejus  civitatis  jus  recipi, 
qua;  per  eos  in  id  ipsum  pervenissct  fastigium,  per  quod  homines  ejtisdem 
tt  gentis  ct  sanguinis,  ut  externos  alienosque  fastidire  posset.'] 
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functions,  and  therefore  less  subservient  to  their  will.  Then 
too  the  allied  commonwealths  contained  nobles  as  proud  and 
ancient  as  any  of  Kome's  own  patricians,  Etruscan  Lucumos 
and  Samnite  Imj)erators.  Make  these  men  Roman  citizens, 
and  the  existing  nobles  must  either  be  content  to  divide 
with  them  their  monopoly  of  high  office,  or  else  they  must 
stand  by  and  see  them  pass  into  the  most  dangerous  leaders 
of  a  regenerated  Roman  People.  It  was,  in  fact,  the  old 
struggle  between  patrician  and  plebeian  over  again.  The 
Italian  Allies  were  now  what  the  plebeians  had  been  in 
earlier  days  ;*  the  union  between  the  high  aristocracy  and 
the  low  populace  had  its  parallel  in  the  days  when  Appius 
Claudius  allied  himself  with  the  mere  mob  against  such 
patricians  as  Quintus  Fabius  and  such  plebeians  as  Publius 
Decius.  The  war  broke  out ;  the  Allies,  when  the  Roman 
franchise  was  denied  them,  set  up,  as  we  before  said,  a  rival 
Rome  of  their  own.  Rome  had  now  to  struggle,  not  with 
Epeirots  and  Macedonians,  champions  of  a  rival  military  dis- 
cipline, not  with  northern  or  southern  Barbarians,  dreaded 
only  for  their  numbers  and  brute  force,  but  with  men  of  her 
own  race,  schooled  in  her  own  wars,  using  her  own  weapons, 
skilled  in  her  own  tactics,  led  by  chiefs  whom  her  system 
confined  to  inferior  commands,  but  whom  a  more  generous 
policy  would  have  made  her  own  Prsetors  and  Consuls.  In 
the  new  war  success  was  very  varied ;  but  Rome  had  the 
advantage  of  her  unity ;  she  kept  Etruria  from  revolting  ; 
she  won  back  one  by  one  the  states  which  did  revolt,  by 
the  grant  of  that  franchise  which  might  have  been  granted 
before.  The  grant  was,  as  the  Allies  soon  found,  given  in 
such  a  shape  as  to  be  little  better  than  a  cheat ;  but  the  offer 
was  enough  to  do  its  work  at  the  time.  One  by  one  the 
allied  states  came  in,  save  only  Samnium  and  Lucania,  where 
the  war  still  smouldered,  ready,  when  the  time  came,  to 
break  forth   again  yet  more   fiercely.     The   neighbouring 

*  [See  the  speech  of  Claudius  in  Tacitus,  Annals,  xi.  24,  *  Plebei 
mac;istratus  post  patricios  :  Latiui  post  plfbeios  ;  ceterarum  Italife  gentium 
post  Latinos.] 

2  A 
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nations,  more  nearly  akin  in  language  and  habits,  more  easy 
of  access  to  the  capital,  gladly  became  Komans ;  among  the 
countrymen  of  Cains  Pontius,  the  old  hate,  which  had 
doubtless  never  wholly  died  away,  now  sprang  up  again  to 
renewed  life.  Their  wish,  as  we  shall  soon  see,  was  not  to 
become  Romans,  but  to  destroy  Rome. 

In  this  war  both  Marius  and  Sulla  served  ;  Sulla  increased 
his  reputation,  Marius  tarnished  his.  Some  plead  for  him  age 
and  illness ;  some  say  that  he  was  able  to  triumph  over  Bar- 
barians, but  not  to  contend  with  skilful  generals  and  civilized 
armies.  Our  belief  is  that  the  key  to  this  contrast  between 
the  two  rivals  is  to  be  mainly  found  in  their  several  feelings 
and  positions.  Marius  went  forth  against  the  allies,  as  he  had 
in  civil  strife  gone  forth  against  Saturninus,  with  only  half  a 
heart.  Sulla  went  forth  in  all  the  concentrated  energy  of  his 
mighty  powers.  The  Roman  patrician,  the  proud  Cornelius, 
went  forth  to  fight  for  Rome,  to  spare  none  who  disobeyed 
her  bidding  or  dared  to  parody  her  majesty.  But  the  heart 
of  the  Yolscian  yeoman  had  at  least  half  its  sympathies  in  the 
camp  of  the  enemy.  He  was  not  a  traitor  to  betray  the  cause 
in  which  he  armed ;  but  he  was  a  lukewarm  supporter,  who 
could  not  bring  himself  to  fight  against  Marsians  and  Sam- 
nites  as  he  had  fought  against  Cimbrians  and  Numidians. 
His  weakness,  his  want  of  success,  lowered  him  still  further 
in  public  esteem ;  perhaps  the  consciousness  of  his  further 
fall  made  him  pant  yet  more  eagerly  for  a  field  where  he 
could  again  display  the  powers  which  he  felt  were  still  within 
him. 

And  now  came  the  struggle  with  Mithridates.  The  Pontic 
King  had  occupied  all  Asia  ;  he  had  massacred  every  Roman 
and  Italian  to  be  found  there ;  his  armies  had  passed  into 
Greece,  and  Greece  had  welcomed  them  as  deliverers.  He  had 
been,  and  still  was,  in  league  with  the  rebellious  Samnites. 
Such  a  foe  was  one  very  different  from  the  Numidian  who 
kept  within  his  own  continent ;  he  was  almost  more  dangerous 
than  the  Cimbrian  or  the  Teutonic  invader.  Rome  needed 
her  foremost  chief  to  win  back  her  lost  provinces  and  to  defend 
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what  was  left  to  her.  But  who  was  that  foremost  chief? 
Consuls  were  to  be  chosen,  Consuls  to  wage  the  war  with 
Mithridates.  Twelve  years  before,  every  tribe  would  have 
voted  for  Caius  Marius  and  for  whatever  colleague  Caius 
Marius  chose  to  name.  Now  the  choice  of  the  Roman  People 
fell  on  Quintus  Pompeius  Eufus  and  Lucius  Cornelius  Sulla. 
We  have  now  reached  the  famous  tribunoship  of  Pul>lius 
Sulpicius.  On  this  puzzling  matter  we  think  that  much  light 
has  been  thrown  by  Sulla's  German  biographer,  Lau.*  It 
has  always  been  a  problem  how  such  a  man  as  Sulpicius,  the 
first  orator  of  his  time,  an  aristocrat  by  birth  and  politics, 
a  man  whose  general  character  up  to  this  time  had  stood  as 
high  as  that  of  any  man  in  Eome,  suddenly  turned  into  a 
fierce  and  violent  Tribune  like  Saturninus.  It  has  been 
usual  to  look  on  Sulpicius  as  a  mere  tool  of  Marius,  to  look 
on  the  unjust  and  unconstitutional  proposal  of  transferrin o- 
the  command  from  Sulla  to  Marius  as  the  main  object  of 
their  union,  and  on  the  bill  for  bettering  the  condition  of  the 
new  citizens  by  distributing  them  through  all  the  tribes  as  a 
mere  means  for  getting  that  measure  through  the  Assembly. 
But  we  must  again  remember  that  the  version  which  we  have 
of  these  things  is  the  Sullan  version.  The  Sulpician  Re- 
form-Bill was  a  bill  for  giving  the  new  citizens,  instead  of  a 
franchise  which  was  a  mere  mockery,  a  weight  in  the  common- 
wealth proportioned  to  their  numbers  and  character.  It  would, 
if  it  had  stood  by  itself,  have  won  the  approval  of  all,  and 
history  would  have  set  it  before  us  as  one  of  the  best  measures 
of  one  of  Rome's  best  men.     Lau  looks  on  it  as  really  being 

*  [Lucius  Cornelius  Sulla,  187  et  seqq.  The  account  given  by  Velleius 
(ii.  18)  strongly  sets  forth  the  supposed  incomprehensible  change  in  the 
character  of  Sulpicius.  '  P.  Sulpicius  tribunus  plebis,  diser  tus,  acer,  opibus, 
gratia,  amicitiis,  vigore  ingenii  atque  animi  celeberrimus,  quum  antea 
rectissiraa  voluntate  apud  populum  maximam  quajsisset  dignitatem,  quasi 
pigeret  eum  virtutum  suarum  et  bene  consulta  ei  male  cederent,  subilo 
pravus  et  pra^ceps,  C.  Mario  post  Ixx.  annum  omnia  imperia  et  omnes 
provincias  concupiscent!  addixit,  legemque  ad  populum  tulit,  qua  Suite 
imperium  abrogaretur,  C.  Mario  bcUum  decerneretur  Mithridiaticum, 
aliasque  leges  perniciosas  et  exitiabiles,  neque  tolerandas  libera  civitati 
tulit.'] 
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so.  The  bill  for  transferring  the  Mithridatic  war  from  Sulla 
to  Marius  he  looks  on  as  a  mere  afterthought,  a  stroke  of 
defence  on  the  side  of  Sulpieius  after  Sulla  and  Pompeius 
had  violently",  and  indeed  illegally,  thrown  hindrances  in  the 
way  of  his  constitutional  reforms.  On  this  again  turns  the 
question,  Who  began  the  Civil  War  ?  That  Sulla  struck 
the  first  blow  no  man  doubts  ;  but  he  who  begins  a  war  is  not 
always  he  who  strikes  the  first  blow,  but  he  who  makes  the 
striking  of  that  blow  unavoidable.  On  the  common  view  of 
the  Sulpician  Law,  Sulla  had  at  least  that  excuse ;  he,  the 
Consul,  withstood  a  base  and  unconstitutional  conspiracy  to 
deprive  him  of  his  constitutional  powers.  But  the  case  is 
altered  if  we  hold  that  the  first  blow  was  really  struck  when 
Sulla  placed  illegal  hindrances  in  the  way  of  a  good  and 
wholesome  law  of  Sulpieius,  and  that  the  bill  for  depriving 
him  of  his  command  was  merely  a  punishment  for  so  doing, 
or  rather  a  measure  of  self-defence  against  him.  We  see 
nothing  in  the  facts  of  the  case  to  contradict  this  view, 
which  altogether  gets  rid  of  the  inconsistent  light  in  which 
Sulpieius  otherwise  appears.  That,  when  he  was  violently 
opposed,  he  grew  violent  also  is  not  very  wonderful ;  but 
again  we  must  remember  that  we  have  no  memoir  from 
Marius  or  Sulpieius.*  The  Civil  War  may  now  be  said 
to  begin ;  it  is  worth  notice  that  the  first  and  last  act  of 
generosity  which  was  shown  in  its  course  comes  from  the 
side  of  Marius.     Sulla,  in  one  of  the  tumults  caused   by 

*  The  savage  abuse  of  Sulidcius  in  Plutarch  (Sulla,  8)  must  come  from 
Sulla  himself.  Among  other  tilings,  he  is  said  to  have  gone  about  sur- 
rounded by  a  band  of  youths  of  equestrian  rank,  who  were  ready  for 
anything,  and  whom  he  called  his  Anti-Senate  (dvTi<TvyK\r]ros).  One 
would  have  thought  it  incredible  that  any  mortal  man  could  have  con- 
fused so  plain  a  story,  and  have  said  that  Sulpieius  called  tliem  '  his 
Senate.'' 

[cf.  Lucan  ii.  135. 

"  Aut  Collina  tulit  stratas  quot  porta  catervas, 
Tunc  cum  pene  caput  mundi  rerumque  potestas 
Mutavit  translata  locum,  Romanaque  Samnis 
Ultra  Caudices  speravit  vulncra  fauces, 
Sulla  quoquc  immcnsis  accessit  cladibus  ultf)r."     1870.] 
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the  first  Sulpiciaii  Law,  sought  slioltor  in  tlio  house  of 
Marius.  His  rival  let  him  go  free.  Sulla  spared  no  man, 
because  his  cruelty  was  a  cold,  determined,  adaptation  of 
means  to  an  end.  The  cruelties  of  Marius  were  cruelties  of 
passion ;  before  passion  had  reached  its  height,  there  was 
room  for  more  generous  feelings  now  and  then  to  share  the 
dominion  of  his  heart. 

We  must  not  seek  to  follow  the  rivals  through  the  details 
of  the  Mithridatic  and  the  Civil  Wars,  and  we  think  that 
we  have  said  enough  to  bring  out  forcibly  the  characters  of 
the  two  men.  The  first  slaughter  and  pursuit  of  illustrious 
victims  came  from  Sulla ;  Marius  repaid  them  tenfold ; 
Sulla  repaid  them  tenfold  again.  Sulla  was  the  first  to 
lead  a  Eoman  army  against  Kome,  but  it  was  only  the 
Marian  party  that  allied  itself  with  Rome's  enemies.  At 
the  last  moment  of  the  war,  when  the  younger  Marius  was 
besieged  in  Praeneste,  the  old  spirit  of  Samnium  again 
sprang  to  life.  Another  Pontius,  a  descendant  it  may  be  of 
the  hero  who  spared  Rome's  army  and  whom  Rome  led  in 
chains  and  beheaded,  burst  forth  to  strike  greater  fear  into 
Roman  hearts  than  had  been  struck  by  Hannibal  himself. 
He  came  to  deliver  Praeneste,  to  deliver  Marius ;  but  he 
came  too  to  root  up  the  wood  which  sheltered  the  wolves 
who  so  long  had  ravaged  Italy.  Rome  had  now  to  do,  what 
in  Hannibal's  time  she  never  had  to  do,  to  fight  a  pitched 
battle  for  her  very  being  close  to  her  own  gates.*     Sulla  had 

*  [The  character  of  this  stage  of  the  war  is  brought  out  with  wonderful 
vigour  by  the  Italian  memories  of  Velleius  (ii.  27).  '  Pontius  Telesinus 
dux  Samnitiiim,  vir  domi  bellique  fortissimus  penitusque  Eomano  nomini 
infestissimus,  contractis  circiter  quadraginta  millibus  fortissimaj  pertin- 
acissimfeque  in  retinendis  armis  juventutis,  Carbone  ac  Mario  consulibus, 
abhinc  annos  cxi,  Kal.  Novembribus  ita  ad  portam  Collinam  cum  SuUam 
dimicavit  ut  ad  summum  discrimen  et  eum  et  rempublicam  perduceret. 
Qu£e  non  majus  perioulum  adiit  Hannibalis  intra  tertium  milliarium 
castra  conspicata,  quam  eo  die  quo  circumvolans  ordines  exercitus  sui 
Telesinus,  dictitansque  adesse  Eomanis  ultimum  diem,  vociferabatur 
eruendam  delendamque  urbem,  adjiciens  numquatn  defuturos  raptores 
Italic;e  liber  talis  lupos ;  nisi  silva,  in  quam  refugeve  solerent,  esset 
excisa.'j 
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saved  the  Roman  power  at  Chaironeia  and  Orchomenos ;  he 
now  saved  Eome  herself  when  he  overcome  Pontius  before 
the  Colline  Gate.*  But  the  salvation  of  Rome  was  the 
destruction  of  Samnium  and  Etruria.  Whatever  work 
the  hand  of  Sulla  found  to  do,  he  did  it  with  all  his 
might. 

At  first  sight  Sulla  seems  to  have  lived  wholly  in  vain. 
To  restore  the  power  of  the  Roman  aristocracy  was  a  scheme 
vainer  than  the  scheme  of  the  Gracchi  for  reo^eneratino;  the 
Roman  People.  This  part  of  Sulla's  work  was  soon  swept 
away ;  but,  because  part,  even  the  chief  part,  of  a  man's 
work  comes  to  nothing,  it  does  not  follow  that  he  leaves  no 
lasting  results  behind  him.  Charles  the  Great  himself 
seems  to  many  to  have  lived  in  vain,  because  Gaul  and 
Germany  have  not,  for  nearly  a  thousand  years,  obeyed  a 
single  ruler.  Those  who  thus  speak  do  not  see  that  the 
whole  later  history  of  Germany  and  Italy  bears  the  impress 
of  his  hand  for  good  and  for  evil.  So  the  political  work  of 
Sulla  soon  perished  ;  but  as  the  codifier  of  the  Roman 
criminal  law,  he  ranks  as  a  forerunner  of  Theodosius  and 
Justinian,  and  in  another  way  his  work  is  still  living  at  this 
day.  It  was  Sulla  who  first  made  Rome  truly  the  head 
of  Italy.  He  crushed  every  other  nationality  within  the 
peninsula ;  he  plucked  down  and  he  built  up  till  he  made 
all  Italy  Roman.  His  harrying  of  Samnium  still  abides  in 
its  fruit;  southern  Italy  never  recovered  from  it;  that 
Apulia  and  Calabria  are  not  now  what  Lombardy  and 
Tuscany  are  is  mainly  the  work  of  Sulla.  But  that  every 
Italian  heart  now  looks  to  Rome  as  the  natural  centre  of 
Italy  is  the  work  of  Sulla  too.  From  his  day  to  ours,  Rome, 
republican.  Imperial,  or  Papal,  has  kept  a  supremacy 
without  a  rival.  When  Italy  was  most  divided  in  the 
middle  ages,  Rome  was  still  the  object  of  a  vague  reverence 
which  no  other  city  could  share  with  her.  And  now  Italy 
is  felt  to  be  cut  short  till  she  can  win  back  what  every 
*  [Sec  above,  p.  279,] 
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Italian  luoks  on  as  her  capital.  Had  Pontius  carried  out 
his  threat,  had  he  won,  as  once  he  seemed  likely  to  win,  in 
that  most  fearful  of  battles  by  the  Colline  Gate,  had  he  and 
Mithridates  together  so  much  as  seriously  weakened  the 
Eoman  power,  the  fate  of  Italy  and  the  world  must  have 
been  far  different  from  what  it  has  been.  The  first  King  of 
Italy  who  enters  Rome  may  indeed  sit  on  the  tlirone  of 
Caesar,  but  he  will  reign  in  a  city  preserved  for  him  by 
Sulla.* 

Why  is  it  that  those  two  names,  Sulla  and  Csesar,  call  up 
such  different  feelings  ?  Of  the  two  Dictators,  one  is  never 
spoken  of  without  abhorrence,  the  other  is  never  spoken  of 
without  some  degree  at  least  of  admiration.  Yet  there  is 
much  likeness  in  the  two  men,  and  there  are  points  in 
which  Sulla  has  the  advantage.  Sulla  and  Caesar  alike 
were  at  once  generals,  statesmen,  scholars,  and  profligates. 
On  the  military  details  of  their  campaigns  military  men 
must  decide ;  but  the  results  of  the  warfare  of  Sulla  were 
assuredly  not  less  than  the  results  of  the  warfare  of  Csesar. 
If  Caesar  conquered  Gaul,  Sulla  reconquered  Greece  and 
Asia ;  if  Caesar  overthrew  Pompeius,  Sulla  overthrew 
Pontius  Telesinus.  The  political  career  of  Sulla  is  far  more 
honourable  and  consistent  than  that  of  Cassar.  Both  led 
armies  against  their  country  ;  "both  gave  out  that  they  were 
driven  to  do  so  only  by  the  intrigues  of  their  enemies.  But 
Sulla  struggled,  we  might  say  for  a  principle,  at  any  rate  for 
a  party,  at  any  rate  for  something  beyond  himself ;  he  scorned 
the  gewgaws  of  royalty ;  he  aspired  not  to  keep  jierpetual 
dominion  for  himself,  still  less  to  found  a  dynasty  of  Kings  or 
Dictators  in  his  own  house.  Caesar's  career  was  purely  selfish ; 
it  may  be  that  the  sway  of  one  was  at  the  moment  the  best 
thing  for  Rome  and  the  world ;  it  may  be  that  Caesar  knew 
and  felt  this  ;  still  his  career  was  a  selfish  one.  He  sought 
his  own  advancement;  he  sank  even  to  the  low  ambition  of 

*  [Italy  has  again  won  back  her  capital ;  whether  the  man  who  saved. 
Eomc  was  remembered  at  the  moment  may  be  doubted.] 
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titles  and  ornaments ;  he  wanted  to  be  called  a  King,  and 
to  wear  a  diadem.  As  private  men,  there  is  little  to  choose 
between  the  two  ;  both  were  steeped  in  every  vice — refined, 
accomplished,  scholar-like,  debauchees.  Why  then  do  we 
hate  Sulla,  and  in  a  manner  love  Caesar  ?  Success  may 
have  something  to  do  with  it ;  Sulla's  aristocracy  passed 
away  ;  Caesar's  Empire  fell  for  a  moment,  but  it  had  strength 
enough  to  rise  again  under  his  adopted  son,  and  to  live 
on,  we  may  almost  say,  to  the  present  hour.  The  other 
Dictator  has  left  no  such  memorials  before  our  eyes  and 
ears ;  no  month  is  called  Cornelius ;  no  modern  potentate 
calls  himself  Sulla  as  his  proudest  title.  But  this  is  not 
all :  the  real  difference  lies  much  deeper.  Caesar,  with  all 
his  crimes  and  vices,  had  a  heart.  He  was  a  man  of 
battles,  but  not  a  man  of  proscriptions.  He  was  a  warm 
friend  and  a  generous  enemy.*  In  one  point  of  view, 
Sulla's  was  the  wiser  policy.  Sulla  never  spared  or  forgave, 
and  he  died  in  his  bed ;  Caesar  forgave,  and  he  died  by  the 
daggers  of  those  whom  he  had  forgiven.  Most  men  indeed 
would  choose  the  bloody  death  of  Caesar — a  death  which 
admirers  might  call  martyrdom — rather  than  the  foul  and 
lingering  disease  of  Sulla.  But  there  is  the  fact ;  the 
merciful  conqueror  died  by  violence,  the  wholesale  murderer 
went  unmolested  to  his  grave.  Sulla  really  had  in  him 
more  of  principle  than  Caesar ;  but  Caesar  was  a  man,  Sulla 
was  like  a  destroying  angel.  Caesar  one  might  have  loved, 
at  Sulla  one  could  only  shudder ;  perhaps  one  might  have 
shuddered  most  of  all  at  the  careless  and  mirthful  hours 
of  the  author  of  the  proscription.  Great  he  was  in  every 
natural  gift ;  great,  one  might  almost  say,  in  his  vices ; 
great  in  his  craft  of  soldier  and  ruler,  great  in  his  un- 
bending will,  great  in  the  crimes  which  human  wickedness 
never  can  outdo.  In  his  strange  superstition,  the  most 
ruthless  of  men  deemed  himself  the  special  favourite  of  the 

*  [To  Roman  enemies  certainly ;  but  Vercingotorix  must  not  be  for- 
gotten.    No  captives  were  slain  at  the  triiunpli  nf  Pompeius.] 
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softest  of  tlie  idols  with  wliich  his  heaven  was  peoph^d.  Wo 
too  can  acknowledge  the  heaven-sent  luck  of  Sulla,  but  in 
another  sense.  If  Providence  ever  sends  human  instru- 
ments to  chastise  a  guilty  world,  we  may  see  in  the  all- 
accomplished  Roman  aristocrat,  no  less  than  in  the 
Scythian  savage,  one  who  was,  beyond  all  his  follow-mon, 
emphatically  the  Scourge  of  God. 
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X. 

THE  FLAVIAN  C^SAES. 

A  History  of  the  Romans  under  the  Empire.     By  Charles 
Merivale,  B.D.*     Vols.  VL  and  VII.   London,  1858-62. 

We  are  sorry  that  Mr.  Merivale  has  made  up  his  mind  to 
bring  his  work  to  an  end  at  a  point  earlier  than  that  which 
he  first  fixed  upon.  His  first  purpose  was  to  carry  on  his 
history  to  the  time  of  Constantine ;  he  has  now  ended  it 
with  the  death  of  Marcus  Aurelius.  Each  of  these  points 
makes  a  good  ending  for  the  book,  because  each  marks  the 
end  of  a  distinct  period  in  the  annals  of  the  Empire.  We 
should  have  better  liked  the  later  date,  partly  because  it 
marks  the  completion  of  a  still  more  marked  change  than 
the  other,  partly  because  it  would  have  given  us  the  advan- 
tage of  Mr.  Merivale's  companionship  over  a  longer  space. 
By  leaving  off  where  he  has  left  off,  Mr.  Merivale  indeed 
avoids  any  show  of  rivalry  with  Gibbon.  He  now  leaves  off 
where  Gibbon  begins,  and  the  two  may  be  read  as  a  con- 
secutive history.  But  we  do  not  think  that  Mr.  Merivale, 
or  any  scholar  of  Mr.  Merivale's  powers,  need  be  frightened 
off  any  portion  of  the  wide  field  between  Commodus  and 
the  last  Constantine,  simply  through  dread  of  a  seeming 
rivalry  with  Gibbon.  That  Gibbon  should  ever  be  dis- 
placed seems  impossible.  That  wonderful  man  monopolized, 
so  to  speak,  the  historical  genius  and  the  historical  learning 
of  a  whole  generation,  and  left  little  indeed  of  either  for  any 
of  his  contemporaries.     He  remains  the  one  historian  of  the 

*  [Now  D.D.  and  Dean  of  Ely.] 
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eighteeiitli  century  whom  modern  rcsearcli  has  neither  set 
aside  nor  threatened  to  set  aside.  We  may  correct  and  im- 
prove in  detail  from  the  stores  which  have  been  opened 
since  Gibbon's  time  ;  we  may  write  again  barge  parts  of  his 
story  from  other,  and  often  truer  and  more  wholesome,  points 
of  view.  But  the  work  of  Gibbon,  as  a  whole,  as  the  ency- 
clopaedic history  of  thirteen  hundred  years,  as  the  grandest 
of  historical  designs  carried  out  alike  with  wonderful  power 
and  with  wonderful  accuracy,  must  ever  keep  its  place. 
Whatever  else  is  read.  Gibbon  must  be  read  too.  But,  for 
that  very  reason,  the  scholar  who  reproduces  any  particular 
part  of  Gibbon's  History,  Dean  Milman  or  Mr.  Finlay, — we 
wish  we  could  add  Mr.  Merivale, — does  not  really  enter  into 
any  rivalry  with  his  great  predecessor.  The  two  things  arc 
different  in  kind,  and  each  may  be  equally  good  in  its  own 
way.  We  do  not  think  of  comparing  the  man  who  deals 
with  the  whole  of  a  vast  subject  with  the  man  who  deals — 
necessarily  at  far  greater  detail — with  one  particular  part  of 
it.  And,  after  all,  we  hardly  feel  that  we  have  reached 
Gibbon's  proper  and  distinctive  field,  till  we  have  reached 
a  later  period  than  that  which  he  and  Mr.  Merivale  would 
have  had  in  common.  Gibbon  is  before  all  things  the 
historian  of  the  transition  from  the  Boman  world  to  the 
world  of  modern  Europe.  But  that  transition  can  hardly 
be  said  to  have  openly  begun  till  we  reach  the  point 
which  Mr.  Merivale  at  first  set  before  him  as  the  goal  of 
his  labours. 

Still,  as  it  is,  Mr.  Merivale  has  the  advantage  of  occupy- 
ing, absolutely  without  a  rival  in  his  own  tongue,  the  period 
of  history  which  he  has  chosen  for  himself.  It  is  only  in 
his  opening  volumes  that  he  comes  into  comj)etition  with 
Arnold,  and  there  only  with  Arnold  before  he  had  reached 
the  fulness  of  his  powers.  The  history  of  the  Emperors  he 
has,  among  writers  of  his  own  class,  wholly  to  himself. 
Yet  it  must  not  be  thought  that  he  owes  his  vantage-ground 
solely  to  the  lack  of  competition.  His  history  is  a  great 
work  in  itself,  and  it  must  be  a  verv  great  work  indeed 
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which  can  outdo  it  within  its  own  range.  In  days  of  licensed 
blundering  like  ours,  it  is  delightful  indeed  to  come  across 
the  sound  and  refined  scholarship,  the  unwearied  and  un- 
failing accuracy,  of  Mr.  Merivale.  It  is  something  to  find, 
for  once,  a  modern  writer  whom  one  can  trust,  and  the 
margin  of  whose  book  one  has  not  to  crowd  with  corrections 
of  his  mistakes.  On  some  points  we  hold  that  Mr.  Merivale's 
views  are  open  to  dispute  ;  but  it  is  always  his  views,  never 
his  statements.  With  Mr.  Merivale  we  may  often  have  to 
controvert  opinions  which  are  fair  matters  of  controversy  ; 
we  never  have  to  correct  blunders  or  to  point  out  misrepre- 
sentations. We  have  somewhat  of  a  battle  to  fight  with  him, 
so  far  as  he  is  in  some  sort  an  advocate  of  Imperialism  ;  but 
it  is  all  fair  fighting  with  a  fair  and  moderate  advocate. 
Compared  with  Arnold's  noble  third  volume,  Mr.  Merivale's 
narrative  seems  heavy,  and  his  style  is  cumbered  with  need- 
less Latinisms,  savouring,  sometimes  of  English  newspapers, 
sometimes  of  French  historians  and  politicians.  Still  he 
always  writes  with  weight  and  clearness,  often  with  real 
vigour  and  eloquence.  That  he  is  lacking  in  the  moral 
grandeur  of  Arnold,  his  burning  zeal  for  right,  his  unquench- 
able hatred  of  wrong,  is  almost  implied  in  the  choice  of  his 
subject  and  the  aspect  in  which  he  views  it.  But  the  gift  of 
rising  to  the  dignity  of  a  prophet  without  falling  into  the 
formal  tediousness  of  a  preacher  is  something  which  Arnold 
had  almost  wholly  to  himself.  And  even  that  gift  had  its 
disadvantages.  Arnold  could  have  written  the  history  of  the 
Empire  only  in  the  spirit  of  a  partizan.  Arnold  was  never 
unfair,  but  the  very  keenness  of  his  moral  sense  sometimes 
made  him  unjust.  He  was  apt  to  judge  men  by  too  high  a 
standard.  Mr.  Merivale's  calmer  temper  has  some  advantages. 
If  he  does  not  smite  down  sin  like  Arnold,  he  lets  us  see 
more  clearly  the  extenuating  circumstances  and  temptations 
of  the  sinner.  He  has,  as  we  think,  somewhat  of  a  love  of 
paradox,  but  it  is  kept  fairly  in  check  by  a  really  sound  and 
critical  judgement.  While  we  cannot  help  setting  down  Mr. 
Merivale  as,  in  some  degree,  an  apologist  of  Imperial  tyranny, 
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we  are  never  sorry  to  see  any  cause  in  the  hands  of  an 
apologist  so  competent  and  so  candid.  Indeed,  when  we 
compare  his  history  with  the  fanatical  advocacy  of  Mr. 
Congreve,  we  hardly  feel  that  we  have  any  right  to  call 
him  an  apologist  at  all.* 

We  said  that  both  the  point  at  which  Mr.  ]\rcrivale  first 
intended  to  stop,  and  that  at  which  he  has  actually  laid  down 
his  pen,  each  marked  the  close  of  a  distinct  period  in  the 
Imperial  history.  The  history  of  the  Roman  Empire  is  the 
history  of  two  tendencies,  working  side  by  side,  and  greatly 
influencing  one  another.  The  one  is  the  gradual  change 
from  the  commonwealth  to  the  avowed  monarchy ;  the 
other  is  the  gradual  extension  of  the  name  and  character 
of  Romans  over  the  inhabitants  of  the  whole  empire.  Of 
the  former  the  beginnings  may  be  seen  for  some  time  before 
the  usurpation  of  either  Caesar  ;  of  the  latter  we  may  trace 
the  beginnings  up  to  the  very  foundation  of  the  Roman 
city.  The  age  of  Constantino,  the  point  first  chosen  by 
Mr.  Merivale,  marks  the  final  and  complete  triumph  of  both 
these  tendencies  ;  it  is  also  marked  by  the  first  appearance, 
as  really  visible  and  dominant  influences,  of  the  two  great 
elements  of  modern  life — the  Christian  and  the  Teutonic 
element.  The  mere  beginnings  of  both  of  course  come  far 
earlier,  but  it  was  in  the  third  century  that  they  began 
directly  and  visibly  to  influence  the  course  of  Roman  affairs. 
When  the  Christian  Emperor  reigns  at  Constantinople,  when 
all  purely  pagan  and  all  local  Roman  ideas  have  become  the 
merest  shadows,  when  Caesar  presides  in  the  Councils  of  the 
Church  and  has  to  defend  his  Empire  against  Goths  and 
Vandals,  we  feel  that  the  purely  classical  period  is  over, 
that  the  middle  ages  have  in  truth  begun.  The  last  Con- 
stantino hardly  differs  so  much  from  the  first  as  the  first 
does   from   the  first   Augustus.     Here   then  is  the   most 

*  [Mr.  Congreve's  Lectures  on  the  Roman  Empire  of  the  "West  are 
perhaps  best  remembered  through  the  crushing  review  by  Mr.  Goklwin 
Smith  in  tlic  Oxford  Essays.] 
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important  stopj)ing-point  of  all.  But  the  tendencies  which 
reached  their  height  under  Constantine  had  been  working 
all  along.  It  was  Diocletian  rather  than  Constantine  who 
really  forsook  the  Old  Rome ;  what  Constantine  did  was  to 
find  a  better  and  more  lasting  place  for  the  New.*  From 
Diocletian  onwards,  Rome  never  won  back  her  place  as  an 
Imperial  dwelling-place.  This  forsaking  of  the  local  Rome 
was  indeed  the  consummation  of  the  tendency  whose  first 
beginning  we  see  in  the  mythical  history  of  Romulus  and 
Titus  Tatius.  Quirites,  Latins,  Italians,  Provincials,  had 
all  become  equally  Romans.  The  common  master  of  all 
might  well,  as  the  needs  of  his  Empire  bade  him,  at 
Nikomedeia  or  at  Byzantium,  at  Milan  or  at  York,  anywhere 
rather  than  in  the  true  Roman  city  itself.  On  the  other 
hand,  this  forsaking  of  Rome  had  a  most  important  influence 
on  the  future  history  of  the  world.  When  Ctesar  definitely 
changed  from  a  republican  magistrate  into  an  avowed 
despot,  he  forsook  the  scene  of  the  old  republican  memories. 
Those  memories  were  therefore  able  to  keep  on  a  certain 
vague  and  fitful  life  down  to  our  own  age ;  and,  what  proved 
of  greater  moment  still,  the  departure  of  the  Emperor  left 
room  for  the  developement  of  the  Pope.  Had  the  successor  of 
Augustus  and  the  successor  of  Saint  Peter  gone  on  dwelling 
within  the  same  walls,  the  Patriarch  of  the  Old  Rome  might 
never  have  reached  any  greater  height  than  the  Patriarch 
of  the  New.  The  age  of  Constantine  then  is,  above  all 
others,  the  point  where  old  tendencies  find  their  con- 
summation, and  where  new  tendencies  find  their  beginning. 
We  should  be  well  pleased  if  Mr.  Merivale  would,  even  now, 
think  over  his  decision,  and  carry  his  history  at  least  down 
to  this  most  important  aera  of  transition. 

Here  then  is  the  great  turning-point,  at  the  change  begun 
by  Diocletian,  and  completed  by*  Constantine.  But,  in  the 
course  of  the  three  hundred  years  which  divide  them  from 
Augustus,  we  may  make  several  convenient  resting-places. 
One  of  these  is  to  be  found  at  the  extinction  of  the  first 
*  [See  above,  p.  238.] 
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Cacsarean  line  in  Nero.  The  founder  of  the  Empire  himself 
was  a  Julius,  or  a  patrician  at  all,  only  by  adoption  ;  but 
both  he  and  his  successors,  down  to  Nero,  were  Caesars 
according  to  that  familiar  legal  fiction,  and  both  Augustus 
himself  and  all  his  successors  but  one  had  real  Julian  blood 
in  them  by  the  female  line.*  But  with  Nero  the  family 
succession,  even  as  a  matter  of  legal  fiction,  came  wholly 
to  an  end.  Whatever  family  sentiment  might  cleave  to 
the  divine  race,  to  the  heirs  and  kinsmen,  if  not  the  lineal 
offspring,  of  the  deified  Dictator,  came  to  an  end  with  the 
last  and  vilest  of  the  stock.  The  line  of  iEneas  and 
Aphrodite  was  at  an  end ;  their  place  was  now  open  to 
every  Koman,  a  name  which  was  soon  to  take  in  every 
free  inhabitant  of  the  Eoman  Empire.  Here  then  is  one 
marked  point  of  change.  The  Cassar  Augustus  who  owed 
his  power  purely  to  the  vote  of  the  Senate  or  to  the  acclama- 
tion of  the  soldiers  w..j  something  different  from  the  Caesar 
Augustus  around  whom  lingered  a  kind  of  religious  reverence 
as  the  representative  of  Gods  and  heroes.  On  the  fall  of 
the  Julii,  after  a  short  period  of  anarchy,  followed  the 
Flavii.  Vespasian  came  nearer  to  founding  a  real  hereditary 
dynasty  than  any  Emperor  before  him,  or  indeed  than  any 
that  came  after  him,  till  we  reach  the  second  Flavian 
dynasty,  the  house  of  Constantino.  Yespasian  was  followed 
by  his  two  sons,  his  only  offspring,  in  peaceful  succession. 
On  the  death  of  Domitian,  Nerva  was  peacefully  chosen,  and 
from  him  the  Empire  passed,  by  a  series  of  adoptions,  to 
Marcus  Aurelius  and  his  son  Commodus.  At  the  extinction 
of  this  artificial  house  of  the  Antonines  we  may  place,  with 
jMr.  Merivale,  another  great  break.  We  have  now  lost 
anything  like  a  dynasty ;  the  last  traces  of  the  hereditary 

*  The  grandmother  of  Augustus  was  a  Julia,  sister  of  the  Dictator. 
Caius  was  the  grandson,  and  Nero  the  great-grandson,  of  Julia,  the 
daughter  of  Augustus,  through  their  mothers,  the  elder  and  younger 
Agrippina.  Claudius,  though  not  a  descendant  of  Augustus,  was  a  grand- 
son of  his  sister  Octavia,  and  therefore  had  as  much  Cesarean  blood  in  him 
as  Augustus  himself.  Tiberius  alone  was  a  purely  artificial  Ca?sar,  a 
complete  stranger  in  blood  to  the  Julian  house. 
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feeling  are  seen  in  the  attempt  of  Severus  to  connect  himself 
with  the  Antonines,  and  in  the  further  attempt  to  connect 
the  Syrian  youths  Elagabalus  and  Alexander  with  Severus. 
But  the  unbroken  line  of  adopted  Emperors,  which  begins 
with  Nerva,  ends  with  Commodus.  Here  is  the  real  break. 
Mr.  Merivale  should,  in  consistency,  have  at  least  taken 
Commodus  into  his  history  as  well  as  his  father.  But  it  is 
with  Commodus  that  Gibbon  begins,  and  Marcus  makes  a 
more  impressive  and  honourable  ending  for  his  Imperial 
series. 

The  period  dealt  with  in  Mr.  Merivale's  last  volume,  the 
period  from  Vespasian  to  Marcus  Aurelius,  is  distinguished 
in  many  ways,  both  from  the  days  of  the  Julian  dynasty 
which  went  before  it  and  from  the  days  of  military  anarchy 
which  came  after  it.  In  most  resjiects  it  contrasts  very 
favourably  with  both  periods.  From  the  accession  of 
Vespasian  in  a.d.  69  to  the  death  of  Commodus  in  a.d.  193, 
the  Empire  was  under  a  really  settled  government.  Of 
nine  Emperors  seven  were  good  rulers,  and  those  seven  died 
— we  were  going  to  say,  in  their  beds,  only  the  first  of  them, 
as  all  the  world  knows,  died  standing.  Two  only,  the 
tyrants  Domitian  and  Commodus,  died  by  violence,  and 
they  died,  not  by  military  insurrection,  but  by  private  con- 
spiracy. In  both  cases  a  virtuous  successor  was  at  once  found. 
The  death  of  Commodus  and  the  accession  of  Pertinax  read 
like  a  repetition  of  the  death  of  Domitian  and  the  accession 
of  Nerva.  But  the  military  element  was  now  too  strong ; 
Emperors  were  for  the  future  to  be  set  up  and  put  down  at 
the  will  of  the  army  ;  most  of  them  were  murdered  by  their 
soldiers  or  by  their  successors  ;  till  Kome,  under  her 
Imperial  High  'Pontiff,  became  like  the  grove  of  Juno  at 
Aricia  in  old  times  : 

'  Those  ti-ees  in  whose  deep  shadow 

The  ghiistly  priest  doth  reign, 
The  priest  who  slew  the  slayer, 
And  shall  himself  be  slain.' 

In  fact,    with    a    few    short    exceptions,  the  whole    period 


X.]  THE   FLA  VIA  N    CjI'J^A  JiS.  IW.) 


of  ninety-two  years,  from  Pertinax  to  Diocletian,  seems  little 
more  than  an  cxjjansion  on  a  gigantic  scale  of  the  year  of 
anarcliy  bctwctni  Nero  uud  Vespasian.  With  tlio  organized 
despotism  of  IJiocIctian  an  approach  to  settled  order  begins 
again,  a  very  imperfect  approach  as  compared  with  the 
time  of  the  Fhivii  and  the  Antonines,  but  still  a  vast  im- 
provement on  the  fearful  century  which  went  before  it. 

We  thus  get  three  great  settled  periods — the  Julian 
dynasty,  the  Flavian  and  Antonine  period,  and  the  period 
of  Diocletian  and  Constantino ;  the  first  being  divided  from 
the  second  by  a  short,  and  the  second  from  the  third  by  a 
long,  interval  of  military  anarchy.  Three  sets  of  princes, 
whose  names,  order,  and  actions  it  is  easy  to  remember,  are 
divided  by  groups  of  others,  who  flit  by,  one  after  another, 
like  a  procession  of  ghastly  shadows.  This  kind  of  alternation 
goes  on  down  to  the  last  days  of  the  Byzantine  Emj^ire. 
The  groups  and  dynasties  of  Emperors  which  we  remember, 
the  houses  of  Theodosius,  Justin,  Heraclius,  Leo,  Michael, 
Basil,  Komuenos,  Angelos,  and  Palaiologos,  are  divided  from 
one  another  by  groups  of  ephemeral  princes,  who  rise,  fall,  and 
are  forgotten.  And  something  analogous,  though  of  course 
not  owing  to  the  same  cause,  may  be  seen  in  the  succession 
of  the  Popes  as  well  as  of  the  Csesars.  A  group  of  Pontiffs 
of  some  mark,  each  of  whom  reigned  for  some  years  and 
whose  actions  live  in  the  memory,  is  divided  from  another 
group  of  the  same  kind  by  a  herd  of  momentary  Popes, 
pressing  on  one  another  Avith  puzzling  haste,  and  who  seem 
to  have  come  into  being  only  in  order  to  add  to  the  number 
of  Johns,  Gregories,  or  Leos.  But  perhaps  no  group  in  the 
whole  line,  either  of  Popes  or  Emperors,  is  so  clearly  marked 
out  as  that  of  which,  and  especially  of  its  first  three 
members,  we  are  about  to  treat  somewhat  more  at  length. 
This  is  the  series  of  nine  CaBsars  which  begins  with 
Vespasian  and  ends  with  Commodus,  among  whom  we  mean 
more  especially  to  dwell  on  the  three  Flavii,  Vespasian 
himself  and  his  two  sons. 

The  nature  and  origin  of  the  Imperial  sovereigntv  has 
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been  well  explained  by  Mr.  Merivale  in  one  of  bis  earlier 
volumes.     The  causes  wbicb  made  it  a  kind  of  necessity  we 
bave  ourselves  spoken  of  in  a  former  essay.*     Tlie  constitu- 
tion of  tbe  Roman  Commonwealtb,  wbicb  bad  worked  so 
well  as  tbe  constitution  of  a  single  city,  broke  down  wben  it 
was  applied  to  tbe  government  of  an  Empire  wbicb  took 
in  all  tbe  nations  around  tbe  Mediterranean.     A  federal  or 
a  representative  form  migbt  bave  done  sometbing  to  lessen 
tbe  evil  ;    but  botb  of   tbem  were  practically  out  of  tbe 
question.     As   long  tberefore  as  tbe  Commonwealtb  lasted, 
tbe  essentially  municipal  government  of  a  single  city  beld 
absolute  sway  over  tbe  wbole  Roman  dominion.      Tbe  only 
way  by  wbicb  tbe  subject  races,  tbe  Latins,  Italians,  and 
Provincials,  could  be  admitted  to  any  sbare  in  tbe  general 
government  was  by  clotbing  tbem — sometimes  as  individuals, 
sometimes  as  wbole  communities — witb  tbe  local  francbise 
of  tbe  Roman  city,  a  francbise  wbicb  could  be  exercised  no- 
wbere  but  in  tbe  Roman  city  itself.     It  was  not  till  tbe  votes 
of  tbe  people  bad    ceased  to  be  of   any  importance    tbat 
Augustus  devised  a  plan  by  wbicb  tbe  votes  of  non-resident 
citizens  migbt   be  collected  in  tbeir  own  towns.     Sucb   a 
system  was  too  unnatural  to  last.      Tbe  Empire  itself  was 
a  relief.     If,  instead  of  our  representative  constitution,  tbe 
supreme  power  over  tbe  wbole  of  tbe  Britisb  dominions  were 
vested  in  a  primary  Assembly  of  tbe  citizens  of  London,  even 
tbougb  every  inbabitant  of  Great  Britain  received  tbe  local 
francbise,  we   sbould    most  likely  welcome   any  Caesar   or 
Buonaparte  wbo  would  deliver  us  from  sucb  a  state  of  tbings. 
Tbis  tendency  towards  monarcby  may  be  traced  back  at  least 
to  tbe    days    of   Marius    and    Sulla, — even,  •  according    to 
Mommsen,  as  far  back  as  tbose  of  Caius  Graccbus.     Tbe 
usurpation  of  Cinna,  tbe  dictatorsbip  of  Sulla,  tbe  extraor- 
dinary commands  and  tbe  sole  consulsbip  of  Pompeiiis,  tbe 
dictatorsbip  of  tbe  first  Csesar,  were  all  steps  in  tbe  same 
direction.     Csesar  indeed  dared  to  clutcb  at  actual  kingsbip  ; 
but  popular  feeling  was  too   strong  for  bim ;    a  tbousand 
*  See  above,  p.  316. 
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years  had  to  pass  before  any  man  ventured  to  call  himself 
King  of  the  Romans.  The  second  Caesar  took  warning,  and 
established  a  virtual  despotism  on  a  purely  republican 
groundwork.  The  form  of  the  Roman  monarchy  may  be 
best  described  as  an  extraordinary  commission  which  went 
on  for  ever.  The  republic  was  not  abolished  ;  Senate,  People, 
Magistrates,  retained  their  old  rights  ;  but  certain  powers 
were  specially  vested  in  one  particular  magistrate,  wlii(;h 
practically  cut  down  all  the  rest  to  shadows.  A  single  citizen 
was  at  once  Imperator  of  the  army.  Prince  of  the  Senate,  and 
High  Pontiff  of  the  national  religion.  If  he  was  not  actually 
Consul,  one  vote  clothed  him  with  the  active  powers  of  the 
consulship  ;  if  he  was  not  actually  Tribune,  another  vote 
clothed  him  with  the  negative  powers  of  the  tribuneship.* 
At  once  Consul  and  Tribune  within  the  city,  he  held  the 
authority  of  Proconsul  in  every  province  of  the  Common- 
wealth. A  magistrate  clothed  with  such  accumulated 
powers,  one  who  held  all  at  once  the  various  offices  which 
were  meant  to  act  as  checks  upon  one  another,  one  who  could 
at  once  command  as  Consul  and  forbid  as  Tribune,  was 
practically  as  absolute  a  ruler  as  any  King  or  Tyrant.  Still, 
in  form  he  was  not  a  King,  but  a  magistrate  ;  the  various 
powers  and  titles  which  together  made  up  sovereignty  had 
to  be  specially  conferred  on  each  succeeding  Emperor  ;  they 
were  not  always  conferred  by  a  single  vote,  nor  always 
accepted  at  once  by  the  prince  on  whom  they  were  pressed, 
Augustus  indeed  would  not  even  accept  his  special  powers 
for  life  ;  he  had  them  renewed  to  him  over  and  over  again 
for  periods  of  five  or  ten  years.  The  Caesar  was  thus  in  truth 
an  absolute  monarch,  and  his  Greek  subjects,  from  the 
very  beginning,  did  not  scruple  to  give  him  the  kingly 

*  Eacli  Emperor,  as  a  rule,  assumed  the  actual  consulship  at  least  once, 
sometimes  much  oftener.  Augustus  could  not  assume  the  actual  tribune- 
ship,  because,  though  a  plebeian  by  biith,  he  had  been  adopted  into  the 
patrician  house  of  the  Julii.  Hence  both  he  and  succeeding  Emperors 
obtained  the  grant  of  the  tribunitian  power  without  holding  the  office,  and 
it  was  in  this  particular  tribunitian  power,  more  tlian  in  anything  else,  that 
thfir  sovereignty  was  felt  rcallv  to  dwell. 
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title.*  But  in  theory  he  was  only  a  citizen,  a  senator,  a 
magistrate — the  first  of  citizens,  the  first  of  senators,  the 
first  of  magistrates.  Doubtless  there  was  something  of 
solemn  hypocrisy  in  all  this  ;  but  the  peculiar  hidden 
nature  of  the  ImjDcrial  power  had  some  very  practical  results. 
As  compared  with  acknowledged  kingship,  we  shall  hardly 
be  wrong  in  saying  that  it  made  the  rule  of  a  good  Emperor 
better,  and  the  rule  of  a  bad  Emperor  worse. 

The  Csesar  then  and  his  family  had  no  court,  no  position 
wholly  distinct  from  that  of  other  Roman  nobles.  The  very 
fact  that  the  Eoman  Empire  took  in  the  whole  civilized 
world,  of  itself  hindered  the  growth  of  any  royal  caste. 
There  were  no  foreign  princesses  for  the  Emperor  to  marry  ; 
there  was  no  privileged  order  out  of  whom  candidates  were 
to  be  chosen  for  the  vacant  throne.  Any  man  of  Roman 
birth  might,  by  election,  adoption,  or  force,  become  Caesar 
and  Augustus  ;  no  man  of  other  than  Roman  birth  could 
dream  of  such  a  post  for  a  moment.  Any  woman  of 
Roman  birth  might  become  the  mfe  and  mother  of 
Cffisars  and  Augusti ;  but  the  thought  of  a  foreign  Queen, 
the  daughter  of  Ptolemy  or  the  daughter  of  Herod,  was 
something  from  which  every  Roman  shrank  as  an  abomina- 
tion. And  the  citizen  who  was  thus  raised  to  the  first  rank 
among  citizens  was  not  placed  in  any  position  outwardly 
to  lord  it  over  his  brethren.  Practically  they  were  his  slaves, 
but  no  court-etiquette  reminded  them  of  their  slavery. 
The  Emperor  gave  his  vote  in  the  Senate  like  another 
Senator ;  as  Prince  of  the  Senate  he  gave  the  first  vote ; 
but  it  was  open  either  to  patriots  or  to  subtle  flatterers  to 
vote  another  way.  His  household  was  like  that  of  any  other 
Roman  noble ;  he  mixed  with  other  Roman  nobles  on  terms 
of  social  equality ;  he  had  no  crowns  and  sceptres,  no 
bendings  of  the  knee,  no  titles   of  Majesty  or  Highness. 

*  The  formal  equivalent  of  Imperator  is  of  course  avTOKpctTap  ;  but  it  is 
clear  from  the  New  Testament,  to  go  no  further,  that  the  provincials  freely 
spoke  of  even  the  Julian  Caesars  as  j3acrL\fvs.  It  is  curious  to  trace  how, 
in  the  progress  of  the  Empire,  ^aaikevs  obtained  the  special  sense  of 
Emperor,  while  mere  Kings  were  only  p^yes-. 
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The  master  of  the  worhl  was  addressed  by  his  subjects  by 
the  simple  name  of  Cicsar,  half  hereditary  surname,  half 
official  title.  No  Chief  Butlers  or  High  Falconers  or  Lord 
Stewards  swelled  the  pomp  of  an  Augustus ;  no  Cornelia  or 
Emilia  waited  as  Maid  of  Honour  or  Lady  in  Waiting  upon 
the  bidding  of  the  proudest  Augusta.  Such  personal  services 
as  the  first  of  citizens  needed  were  done  for  him,  as  for  all 
other  citizens,  by  the  hands  of  his  own  slaves  and  freedmen. 
No  Eoman  would  have  felt  himself  honoured  by  tying  the 
Imperial  shoe-latchet  or  serving  at  the  Imperial  table.  It 
was  unusual  to  appoint  any  but  freedmen  even  to  really 
honourable  offices  in  the  Imperial  service.*  The  children 
and  kinsfolk  of  the  monarch  were  not  Princes  and  Princesses  ; 
they  were  magistrates.  Senators,  or  simple  citizens,  according 
to  the  rank  which  they  might  personally  reach.f  We  might 
perhaps  say,  that  under  the  best  Emperors  the  Senate  filled 
the  place  of  a  constitutional  King,  while  the  Emperor  was  its 
inevitable  and  irremovable  Prime  Minister.  His  position  was 
that  of  a  virtually  absolute  monarch  ;  but  he  was  a  monarch 
who  reigned  without  a  particle  of  royal  show,  who  consulted 
the  Senate  on  all  matters,  and  respected  the  formal  functions 
of  other  magistrates.  And  surely  such  a  position  has  some- 
thing in  common  with  the  position  of  the  private  peer  or 
commoner,  undistinguishable  from  other  peers  or  commoners, 
who  practically  commands  the  sovereign  who  is  his  formal 
master,  whose  word  can  create  the  Dukes,  Archbishops,  and 
hiofh  officers  of  the  state,  after  whom,  when  he  has  created 

*  Spartianus  (Hadr.  22)  says  that  Hadrian  was  the  first  to  employ 
Eoman  knights,  even  in  what  we  should  think  the  honourable  office  of 
private  secretary.  '  Ab  epistolis  et  libellis  primus  equites  Eomanos 
liabuit.'  But  according  to  Tacitus  (Hist.  i.  58),  Vitellius  had  long  before 
employed  knights  in  all  the  offices  usually  filled  by  freedmen.  '  Ministeria 
priucipatus,  per  libertos  agi  solita,  in  equites  Eomanos  disponit.'  IMost 
likely  the  innovation  of  Vitellius  was  not  followed  by  his  successors,  and  it 
had  therefore  been  forgotten  in  the  time  of  Hadrian. 

[See  more  on  this  matter  in  Friedlander,  SittengeschicJite  Boms,  i. 
76,  77,  ed.  1873.     1880.] 

t  Claudius  Cajsar,  for  instance,  held  no  office  at  all  till  his  nephew 
Caius  made  him  Consul.  Till  then,  he  seems  not  to  have  been  a  Senator  ; 
therefore  he  was  only  a  knight. 
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tliem,  he  humbly  walks,  as  many  degrees  their  inferior  in 
formal  rank.* 

It  is  evident  that  this  lack  of  what  we  may  call  personal 
royalty  had,  in  the  hands  of  the  better  Emperors,  the  effect  of 
greatly  lightening  the  yoke  of  their  practical  despotism.  The 
Romans  were  slaves,  but  the  badges  of  their  slavery  were  not 
ostentatiously  thrust  in  their  faces.  The  will  of  Ctesar  had 
practically  as  much  effect  as  the  will  of  a  barbarian  King;  but 
it  was  exercised  in  such  a  way  that  the  Romans  could,  with 
just  pride,  compare  the  dominion  of  Law  mider  which  they 
lived  with  the  arbitrary  rule  of  the  Parthian  despot.  The 
good  side  of  this  civil  sovereignty  is  never  so  clearly  shown 
as  during  the  Flavian  and  iVntonine  reigns.  Under  such 
princes  the  forms  of  the  Commonwealth  had  a  practical  good 
effect.  They  allowed  greater  scope  for  the  good  intentions 
of  the  ruler,  and  they  removed  him  from  many  of  the  tempta- 
tions of  an  acknowledged  monarch.  The  good  Emperors 
were  men  of  various  personal  dispositions,  but  they  all  agreed 
in  the  general  character  of  their  rule.  Trajan  the  new 
Romulus  and  Antoninus  the  new  Numa,  the  homely  plebeian 
Vespasian  and  the  meek  philosopher  Marcus,  all  agreed 
in  the  strictly  legal  nature  of  their  government,  in  their 
deference  to  the  Senate,  in  their  respect  for  the  old  traditions 
of  the  Commonwealth.  The  forms  of  modern  royalty  would 
have  altogether  hindered  the  simple  and  genial  mode  of  life 
which,  in  the  persons  of  the  good  Emperors,  veiled  and 
lightened  the  reality  of  their  absolute  power. 

But,  if  the  peculiar  nature  of  the  Imperial  power  gave  a 
wider  field  to  the  goodness  of  the  good  Emperors,  there  can 
be  no  doubt  that  it  heightened  the  wickedness  of  the  bad. 
It  is  plain  that  the  deeds  of  some  of  the  worst  Caesars  are 
wholly  without  parallel  in  the  annals  of  European  royalty  in 
any  age.  Both  the  Macedonian  kingdoms  of  old  and  the 
kingdoms  of  modern  Europe  have  been  disgraced  by  many 

*  ['i'liis  cuinpuiisun  was  of  course  meant  to  apply  only  to  the  relations 
of  the  Prime  Minister  to  the  Kiup;',  as  compared  with  those  of  the  Emperor 
to  the  Senate,  not  at  all  to  the  relation  of  the  Prime  Minister  to  Parliament' 
or  to  the  nation,] 


X.]  THE  FLAVIAN   CJSSABS.  375 

cruel,  foolish,  and  profligate  monarchs  ;  but  it  would  be  hard 
to  find  the  like  of  Caius  or  Nero  or  Elagabalus.  A  perfect 
parallel,  we  suspect,  could  hardly  be  found  even  in  the  worst 
Oriental  despotism.  So  far  as  there  ever  was  any  approach 
to  it  in  Europe,  it  must  be  looked  for,  not  among  the  lawful 
Kings  of  any  age,  but  among  some  of  the  worst  of  the  Tyrants 
of  old  Greece  and  of  mediteval  Italy.  But  even  the  worst  of 
these — and  bad  enough  they  were  indeed — hardly  supply  any 
real  parallel  to  the  frantic  excesses  of  combined  lust  and 
cruelty  which  we  see  in  the  vilest  of  the  Emperors.  Several 
of  them,  we  may  believe,  had,  in  some  sort,  lost  their  senses. 
Caius,  it  is  clear,  at  last  became  a  mere  madman.  But  if 
they  lost  their  senses,  it  was  through  the  practice  of  unre- 
strained wickedness  that  they  lost  them.  And  here  comes  in 
the  seeming  paradox  that  the  Csesar,  the  first  citizen,  the 
Consul,  the  High  Pontiff,  the  social  equal  of  other  patricians, 
had  really,  because  he  was  all  this,  more  means  given  him  for 
the  practice  of  unrestrained  wickedness  than  even  an  Eastern 
despot.  The  formal  etiquette  of  royalty,  the  traditional  re- 
straints and  trammels  which  check  the  personal  action  even  of 
an  absolute  monarch,  if  they  cut  him  off  from  much  good,  cut 
him  off  also  from  much  evil.  The  position  of  a  King  exposes 
him  to  many  temptations,  but  it  also  provides  him  with 
some  safeguards.  The  worst  King  commonly  retains  some 
regard  for  the  dignity  of  his  person  and  office ;  even  a  Sultan 
finds  his  caprices  checked  by  various  conventional  forms 
which  it  is  not  easy  for  him  to  escape  from.  A  King  who 
cannot  set  foot  in  public  without  being  surrounded  by  a 
certain  degree  of  ceremony  cannot  play  off  before  the  world 
the  utterly  mad  freaks  of  the  worst  of  the  Roman  Caesars. 
He  may  be  cruel,  he  may  be  lustful ;  but  the  very  necessity 
of  his  position  drives  him  in  some  degree  to  moderate,  or  at 
any  rate  to  veil,  both  his  cruelty  and  his  lust.  The  influence 
of  Christianity  and  of  modern  European  civilization  has 
doubtless  largely  helped  towards  this  happy  result,  but  it  is 
not  the  whole  cause ;  the  excesses  of  the  Roman  Ca?sars 
stand,  as  we  have  said,  alone,  even  in  the  ancient  and  heathen 
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world.  If  we  find  a  feeble  approach  to '  Imperial  cruelty  in 
a  few  Sicilian  Tyrants,  it  is  precisely  because  they  were 
Tyrants,  and  therefore  were  not  under  the  same  restraints, 
either  of  shame  or  of  usage,  as  a  lawful  King.  The  will  of 
the  Koman  Csesar  was  practically  unrestrained  ;  and,  pre- 
cisely because  he  was  merely  Csesar  and  not  King,  he  was  set 
free  from  the  moral  restraints  of  royalty.  That  lack  of  court- 
etiquette  which  enabled  Vespasian  and  Antoninus  to  live  on 
terms  of  equality  with  virtuous  Senators  no  less  enabled  Nero 
and  Commodus  to  live  in  a  partnership  of  unutterable  vice 
with  the  very  vilest  of  mankind.  The  pride  of  the  Roman 
citizen,  which  looked  on  personal  service  to  the  sovereign 
as  the  duty  of  slaves  and  freedmen,  handed  over  a  weak  or 
viciously  disposed  Emperor  to  the  unrestrained  influence  of 
the  basest  and  most  rapacious  of  flatterers.  The  corrupting 
influence  of  the  Imperial  position  on  a  mind  at  all  predisposed 
to  evil  is  clearly  shown  by  the  fact  that  nearly  all  the  worst 
Emperors  began  well.  The  reigns  of  even  absolute  princes 
under  other  forms  of  administration  do  not  often  show  the 
utter  contrast  which  we  see  between  the  first  and  the  last 
days  of  Caius  or  Nero  or  Domitian. 

The  unacknowledged  character  of  the  Imperial  power  had 
also  another  evil  effect,  and  that  one  which  is  most  strongly 
marked  in  the  reigns  of  the  good  Emperors.  The  only 
advantage  or  palliation  of  the  Imperial  despotism  was  that 
it  allowed,  better  than  the  Commonwealth  could  allow,  of  the 
fusion  together  of  all  races  within  the  Empire,  and  of  the  ex- 
tension of  equal  rights  to  all  the  subjects  of  a  common  master. 
The  boon  was,  after  all,  a  very  poor  substitute  either  for 
national  independence  or  for  full  federal  or  municipal  freedom ; 
still  it  was  better  than  the  absolute  bondage  of  the  whole 
world  to  the  Senate  and  People  of  a  single  city.  But  the 
republican  forms  which  were  kept  on  under  the  Empire 
tended  greatly  to  check  this  result.  The  Empire  had  its  local 
habitation  in  the  one  city  just  as  much  as  the  republic  had.* 

*  [I  was  of  course  thinking  mainly  of  the  Julian,  Flavian  and  Antoninc 
periods;  at  all  events  of  the  times  before  the  changes  represented  by 
Diocletian  and  Constantine.] 
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As  Consul,  Tribune,  High  Pontiff,  and  Prince  of  the  Senate, 
tiie  Ca3sar  was  nowhere  fully  at  home  but  in  the  capital ; 
even  in  the  provinces  ho  appeared  as  tlie  Imperator  of  the 
Roman  army,  as  the  Proconsul  of  the  ruling  city.  All  this 
tended  to  keep  the  provinces  in  a  state  of  greater  inferiority 
than  if  their  ruler  had  been  an  avowed  King,  who  hold  equal 
powers  over  all  his  dominions,  and  who  was  equally  at  home 
in  every  part  of  them.  Every  period  of  reform,  while  the  old 
constitution  kept  any  shadow  of  life,  took  the  shape  of  a  re- 
action, of  a  fiilling  back  upon  old  Roman  traditions.  Now 
those  traditions  were  of  course  wholly  founded  on  the  one 
principle  of  the  greatness  of  the  local  Rome  ;  they  taught  the 
wide  difference  between  the  citizen,  the  stranger,  and  the  slave  ; 
their  whole  object  was  Roman  conquest  and  Roman  dominion. 
The  Dictator  Caesar  seems,  more  than  any  one  either  before 
or  after  him,  to  have  risen  above  these  local  prejudices  ;  but 
they  reigned  in  full  force  from  Sulla  to  Trajan.  Caesar 
wished  to  be  King  over  the  subjects  of  Rome,  doubtless  as  a 
step  to  being  King  over  Rome  herself.  He  filled  the  Senate 
with  Gauls,  and  gave  away  the  Roman  franchise  broadcast. 
But  when  his  successor  found  that  the  dream  of  avowed 
royalty  was  hopeless,  he  necessarily  fell  back  upon  the 
traditions  of  republican  exclusiveness.  Augustus  crucified, 
or  sent  back  into  slavery,  the  enfranchised  slaves  who 
had  fought  under  Sextus  Pompeius.  His  legislation  threw 
hindrances  in  the  way  of  any  large  manumission  of  that 
wretched  class.  Such  legislation  was  a  sin  against  the 
rights  of  mankind,  but  it  was  absolutely  necessary  if  the 
Roman  people  was  to  keep  up  any  kind  of  purity  as  a 
dominant  race.  Claudius — whom,  as  far  as  intention  goes, 
we  must  certainly  rank  among  the  better  Emperors — did 
something  for  the  slave  class,  but  he  most  likely  thought 
himself  a  new  Scipio  or  ^milius  when  he  destroyed  the  free- 
dom which  Lykia  had  kept  down  to  his  time.  The  Imperial 
antiquary  doubtless  rejoiced  in  adding  a  province  to  the 
Empire  at  each  end,  Nero,  on  the  other  hand,  had  no 
Roman  feelings  at  all  ;  he  iiated  the  Senate  which  \\as  the 
resting-place  of  Roman  traditions,  \\hile   he   sought  after 
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a  certain  popularity  both  among  the  provincials  and  among 
the  mixed  multitude  Avhich  called  itself  the  People  of 
Rome.  But  even  he  did  nothing  really  to  break  down  the 
middle  wall  of  partition  ;  all  that  he  could  do  for  his  favourite 
Greeks  was  to  set  himself  up  as  a  kind  of  mock  Flamininus, 
and  to  give  back  to  them  a  local  freedom  which  they  had  lost 
all  power  of  using.  In  Nero  the  series  of  strictly  Roman  Em- 
perors ends  ;  the  Flavii  are  Italians  ;  with  Nerva  begins  the 
series  of  provincial  rulers.*  But  Italians  and  provincials  alike 
fall  back  for  some  while  upon  old  Roman  precedents.  The 
Sabine  Vespasian  gathered  in  the  last  gleanings  of  Greek 
freedom.!  Rhodes,  Byzantium,  and  other  outlying  Hellenic 
commonwealths  had  never  been  conquered  by  Rome ;  they 
kept  their  independence  for  two  hundred  years  after  the 
conquest  of  Macedonia  and  Achaia.  Vespasian,  without  any 
assigned  reason,  incorporated  them  in  the  Empire  by  whose 
provinces  they  had  long  been  surrounded.  The  Spaniard 
Trajan  fought  and  conquered  as  thoroughly  in  the  interest 
and  for  the  glory  of  the  local  Rome  as  any  Camillus  or 
Eabius  of  old  time.  It  was  Hadrian,  as  Mr.  Merivale  points 
out,  who  first  really  ruled  in  the  interest  of  the  whole 
Empire.  He  was  the  first  to  look  on  his  dominions  in 
general  as  something  more  than  mere  farms  for  the  enrich- 
ment of  the  Prince  and  the  People  of  a  single  town.  Nero's 
visit  to  Greece  was  the  freak  of  a  madman  ;  but  Hadrian 
passed  through  all  parts  of  his  Empire  in  the  spirit  of  a 
master  anxious  for  the  welfare  of  all  parts  alike.  Through 
the  whole  period  there  is  no  doubt  some  truth  in  the  remark 
which  Tacitus  puts  into  the  mouth  of  Ccrialis,J  that  the 

*  See  two  remarkable  passages  of  Aureliiis  Victor,  Ue  Ca>sariLus  xi.  13  : 
'  Hacteniis  Eoma:,  seu  per  Italiam  orti  imperium  rexere,  hinc  advenje  ; 
riescio  qnoqne  an,  ut  in  Prisco  Tarquinio,  longe  meliores.  Ac  niihi  qiiidem 
audienti  multa  legentique,  plane  compertum,  iirbem  Romanam  externorum 
virtute,  atque  insitivis  artibus,  pra^cipue  crevisse.'  In  the  Epitome,  xi.  15, 
the  last  two  paragraphs  are :  '  Unde  compertum  est,  urbera  Eomam 
externorum  virtute  crevisse.  Quid  cnim  Nerva  prudentius  aut  moderatius  ? 
quid  Trajano  divinius?  quid  prrestantius  Hadriano?' 

t  [But  sec  Third  Scries  of  Essays,  p.  :^92.]  %  Tac.  Hist.  iv.  74. 
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whole  Empire  reaped  the  advantage  of  the  virtues  of  a  good 
prince,  while  tlie  wickedness  of  a  bad  one  was  most  felt  by 
those  who  were  nearest  to  him.  A  good  prince  doubtless 
did  what  he  could  to  reform  the  administration  of  the 
})rovinces  as  well  as  that  of  the  city.  But  as  the  virtues  of  a 
good  prince  commonly  took  the  form  of  a  falling  back  upon 
antique  Eoman  models,  it  followed  that  the  better  princes 
were  commonly  those  who  did  least  to  break  down  the 
barriers  which  divided  the  different  classes  of  their  subjects. 
It  is  for  exactly  the  same  reason  that  we  find  so  many  of 
the  best  Emperors  persecuting  the  Christians,  while  some  of 
the  worst  showed  them  more  favour.  The  better  Emperors 
were  striving  to  keep  up  the  old  traditions  of  the  Common- 
wealth, and  at  those  traditions  Christianity  aimed  the 
deadliest  of  all  blows.  To  put  the  citizen  and  the  provincial 
on  a  level,  to  tolerate  a  sect  which  refused  the  worship 
that  every  Eoman  owed  to  the  Eoman  Jupiter,  were  both 
of  them  sins  against  the  traditions  of  the  ancient  common- 
wealth,— sins  which  might  well  be  expected  to  bring 
down  the  wrath  of  the  patron  Gods  of  Eome  upon  the 
Prince  and  People  who  endured  such  iniquity  among 
them. 

The  Flavian  age  was  a  period  of  reaction — for  the  most 
part,  of  wholesome  reaction — in  every  way.  The  Julian 
reigns  had,  at  least  from  the  death  of  Tiberius,  been  a  period 
of  licensed  madness,  not  only  of  cruelty,  but  of  folly  and 
caprice  of  every  kind.  Claudius,  well-disposed  pedant  as  he 
was,  always  needed  to  be  cajoled  and  bullied  into  crime  by 
his  wives  and  freedmen ;  but  the  crimes  were  done,  though 
Csesar  hardly  knew  of  them.  Under  Nero  Imperial  wicked- 
ness reached  its  height ;  every  Eoman  tradition  was  trampled 
on,  and  the  only  steadfast  principle  of  the  tyrant  was  an 
abiding  hatred  of  the  Senate.  Then  came  the  fearful  year 
of  the  civil  war,  a  year  full  of  events  which  must  have 
shocked  every  Eoman  feeling  as  bitterly  as  either  the 
murders  or  the  tlddlings  of  Nero.     A  real  national  feelintr 
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was  tlioi'oiighly  aroused.  When  Yitelliiis  led  his  army 
of  Gauls  and  Germans  into  Italy,  things  seemed  to  have 
gone  back  to  the  days  when  the  younger  Marius  allied 
himself  with  the  last  Samnite  Pontius,  or  when  Antonius 
led  the  forces  of  his  Egyptian*  paramour  against  the 
Commonwealth  and  the  Gods  of  Rome,  When  the  Capitol 
was  stormed  and  burned  by  the  barbarian  legions,  men 
felt  that  Rome  had  undergone  a  greater  blow  than  ever 
Porsena  or  Brennus  had  dealt  against  her.f  The  homely 
Sabine  burgher  came  to  restore  Rome  after  what  was  really 
occupation  at  the  hands  of  a  foreign  enemy,  a  foretaste  of 
future  barbarian  conquests,  from  Alaric  down  to  our  own  day4 
Vespasian  restored  the  dominion  of  law  at  least,  if  not  of 
liberty ;  he  reigned  in  Rome  as  a  Roman,  the  Prince  of  the 
Roman  Senate,  the  Tribune  of  the  Roman  People.  He  was 
indeed  the  choice,  not  of  the  Senate  or  People,  but  of  an 
army  quartered  far  from  Rome ;  but  it  was  an  army  warring 
for  Rome's  greatness  in  the  hardest  of  her  later  struggles, 
an  army  which  was  certainly  not  an  army  of  Jews  and 
Syrians  in  the  same  way  that  the  Vitellian  host  was  prac- 
tically an  army  of  Gauls  and  Germans.  But  there  was  one 
thing  which  the  new  ruler  needed.  Rome,  and  the  rest  of 
the  world,  had  long  looked  for  something  of  divinity  in  its 
rulers.  The  lord  of  men  must  be  himself  something  more  than 
man.  We  have  elsewhere  spoken  of  the  divine  homage  which 
was  paid  to  Philip  and  Alexander,  and,  long  before  their  day, 
to  the  Spartan  Lysandros.  The  successors  of  Alexander  had 
received,  and  seemingly  delighted  in,  the  same  impious 
flattery.  The  Athenian  People  had  quartered  Demetrios  and 
his  harem  in  the  temple  of  his  virgin  sister  Athene,  and  a 

*  We  employ  lloman  language  to  express  Ivomau  feelings ;  but  to  con- 
found the  Macedonian  Queen,  the  daughter  of  all  the  Ptolemies,  with  her 
Egyptian  subjects  was  pretty  much — to  use  an  illustration  of  Lord 
Macaulay's — as  if  one  were  to  paint  Washington  as  a  Red  Indian  brandish- 
ing a  tomahawk. 

t  See  the  emphatic  lament  of  Tacitus,  Hist.  iii.  72. 

X  [This  was  of  course  written  wljilc  Tiome  was  still  under  the  yoke  of 
her  last  Gaulish  invaders.] 
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General  of  the  Aohaian  League  had  sung  paeans  in  honour 
of  the  Macedonian  whom  ho  brought  to  overthrow  the  free- 
dom of  Peloponnesos.*  So  each  successive  Ciosar,  who  at 
Rome  was  only  a  magistrate  of  the  Commonwealth,  had 
received  divine  worship  at  the  hands  of  the  provincials. 
Rome  herself  was  gradually  taught  to  see  something  more 
than  human  in  the  Julian  house,  the  descendants  of  Rome's 
divine  ancestress ;  Augustus  himself,  simple  citizen  as  he 
demeaned  himself,  did  not  quarrel  with  the  belief  which  made 
him  the  son  of  Apollo  ;  t  he  took  it  kindly  if  men  held  down 
their  eyes  before  the  divine  brightness  of  his  countenance. 
But  it  was  hopeless  to  clothe  Vespasian,  a  man  with  as  little 
divinity  as  might  be  either  in  his  countenance  or  in  his 
pedigree,  with  any  kind  of  godhead,  either  hereditary  or 
personal.  His  strong  good  sense  cast  aside  the  flatteries  of 
genealogists,  who  invented  for  him  a  descent  from  heroes 
and  demi-gods.  In  his  last  sickness  he  mocked  at  the 
practice  of  canonizing  deceased  Emperors ;  when  his  mortal 
strength  was  failing,  he  felt  himself  beginning  to  be  a  God. 
But  a  Roman  Emperor,  above  all  one  whose  rise  was  so 
remarkable  as  that  of  Vespasian,  could  not  be  left  without  a 
sanctity  about  him  of  some  kind  or  other.  The  sanctity  of 
Vespasian  took  a  form  which  was  characteristic  of  the  Eastern 
lands  in  which  he  rose  to  greatness,  and  which  was  utterly 
unlike  anything  which  we  find  in  any  form  of  Greek  or 
Roman  religion.  Earlier  Kings  and  Emperors  had  received 
divine  worship,  but  they  seem  never  to  have  exercised  any 
divine  power.  But  Vespasian  works  miracles,  exactly  after 
the  likeness  of  the  miracles  in  the  Christian  Scriptures. 
The  blind  and  the  lame  pray  him  to  touch  them  with  his 
sacred  foot,  or  to  anoint  them  with  his  sacred  spittle.  For 
some  time  he  withstands  their  importunity,  but  at  last  he 

*  [See  History  of  Federal  Government,  i.  492.] 

t  It  must  be  remembered  that,  as  the  connexion  of  Augustus  with  the 
Julian  house  was  wholly  through  the  female  line,  to  give  him  a  divine 
father  did  not  throw  the  same  slur  on  his  human  legitimacy  which  it  did 
in  the  case  of  Alexander  and  others. 
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goes  through  the  needful  ceremony,*  and,  as  the  story  runs, 
works  the  needful  cure.  These  tales  are  not  to  be  taken  as 
mockeries  or  imitations  of  the  Christian  miracles.  The  Old 
and  New  Testaments  of  themselves  clearly  show  that  miracles 
of  healing,  hardly  heard  of  in  Western  religions,  were,  by  the 
Jews  and  the  neighbouring  nations,  looked  for  from  all  who 
either  themselves  professed  to  be,  or  were  acknowledged  by 
others  as  being,  clothed  with  any  special  function  as  prophets, 
teachers,  or  reformers.  Vespasian  laid  no  claim  to  the  pro- 
phetic office,  but  Eastern  admirers  might  naturally  clothe 
him  with  it.  He  was  eminently  a  political  reformer,  and 
we  are  apt  to  forget  how  thoroughly  the  idea  of  political 
reformation  was  implied  in  the  mission  of  a  Hebrew  prophet. 
In  an  age  when  a  vague  expectation  seemed  to  be  every- 
where spread  that  some  great  ruler  and  deliverer  was  coming 
from  the  East,  the  chief  who  was  called  from  a  Syrian  com- 
mand to  the  Empire  of  the  world  might  well,  in  Eastern 
eyes,  put  on  somewhat  of  the  character  of  a  Messiah.  The  re- 
ligious halo  thus  spread  about  Vespasian  was  one  of  a  purely 
Eastern  kind ;  but  as  soon  as  he  had  put  on  a  mysterious 
and  miraculous  character  of  any  kind,  the  substitute  had 
been  found  for  that  earlier  type  of  divinity  which  had  died 
out  with  the  Julian  name  and  blood.  Men's  minds  were 
better  disposed  to  receive  a  prince  who  was  thus  clearly 
marked  out  as  a  favourite  of  the  Gods ;  and  the  cure  of 
the  Alexandrian  beggars,  whether  an  instance  of  cringing 
imposture  or  of  genuine  superstition,  may  not  have  been 
without  its  share  in  enabling  Vespasian  to  form  what,  after 
the  ephemeral  reigns  of  Galba,  Otho,  and  Vitellius,  might 
well  be  called  a  lasting  dynasty. 

One  chief  object  of  Mr.  Merivale's  present  volume  is  to 
claim  for  the  Flavian  period  a  share  in  that  admiration  which 
is  commonly  confined  to  the  five  reigns  beginning  with 
Nerva.    In  his  view,  the  accession  of  Nerva  marks  indeed  an 

*  [Compare  tlie  unwillingness  of  William  tlie  Tliird  to  totich  for  tlie  evil. 
Macaulay,  iii.  478.] 
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epoch,  but  it  is  an  epoch,  so  to  speak,  within  anotlior.  The 
Flavian  and  Antonine  periods  together  form  a  whole,  as 
distinguished  from  the  periods  before  and  after  them.  Un- 
doubtedly the  change  from  Italian  to  provincial  Emperors 
was  a  real  change,  as  is  pointed  out  in  the  passages  of 
Victor  which  we  have  already  quoted.  In  this  way,  the 
accession  of  Nerva  is  a  marked  point  in  the  Imperial  history. 
But  the  cause  which  generally  tempts  us  to  make  the  fall  of 
Domitian  a  point  of  greater  moment  than  it  really  was  is 
very  different,  and  is  indeed  somewhat  ludicrous,  Suetonius 
happened  to  stop  in  his  series  of  Imperial  biographies  with 
the  life  of  the  twelfth  Caesar,  The  work  of  Suetonius  was 
the  popular  source  of  knowledge  on  the  subject ;  the  full 
number  of  twelve  was  a  taking  one ;  and  thus  arose  the 
popular  notion  of  the  Twelve  Caesars,  as  if  there  were  some 
wider  gap  between  the  twelfth  Caesar  and  the  thirteenth  than 
there  was  between  any  two  of  the  first  twelve.  But,  in  truth, 
as  we  have  already  seen,  the  widest  gap  of  all  comes  between 
the  sixth  and  the  tenth,  between  Nero  and  Vespasian,  We 
do  not  meet  with  such  another  marked  change  till  we  come 
to  the  point  which  marks  off  the  legal  government  of  the 
Antonines  from  the  alternate  military  despotism  and  military 
anarchy  which  succeeded  it.  The  difficulty  of  classing  the 
Flavian  and  Antonine  princes  together  chiefly  arises  from 
the  tyranny  of  Domitian  and  his  violent  end,  coming,  as  they 
do,  in  the  midst  of  a  period  which  is  otherwise  one  of 
unbroken  good  government  and  peaceful  succession.  But, 
after  all,  the  fall  of  Domitian  was  simply  the  private  assas- 
sination of  a  single  tyrant :  the  praetorians  grumbled,  but 
there  was  no  civil  war,  no  general  disturbance  of  any  kind. 
And  again,  the  tyranny  of  Domitian  must  not  be  con- 
founded with  the  tyranny  of  some  of  those  who  went  before 
him  and  of  some  of  those  who  came  after  him.  The  cha- 
racter of  this  strange  prince  has  been  very  carefully  worked 
out  by  Mr.  Merivale,  and  we  think  that  his  view  bears  a 
greater  impress  of  truth  than  is  the  case  with  some  of  his 
Imperial  portraits.     We  must  never  forget,  among  the  many 
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merits  of  Mr.  IMerivale,  tliat  he  is  still,  in  some  degree,  au 
apologist  for  the  Ctesarean  despotism,  and  that  it  is  a  kind  of 
duty  in  his  eyes  to  make  out  as  good  a  case  as  he  can  for  any 
particular  Caesar.  In  some  of  the  earlier  reigns,  we  cannot 
think  that  his  success  was  very  great.  He  has  indeed  rescued 
Claudius  from  a  good  deal  of  unmerited  popular  contempt ; 
but  no  fair  person  ever  could  confound  the  weak,  well-mean- 
ing, hen-pecked,  antiquary  with  a  madman  like  Cains  or  a 
monster  like  Nero.  As  for  the  others,  Mr.  Merivale  is  doubt- 
less quite  justified  in  his  general  cautions  as  to  the  nature  of 
our  materials.  We  have,  as  he  says,  no  contemporary  history 
of  the  earlier  Emperors.  Our  authorities — Suetonius,  Tacitus, 
Dion — all  wrote  long  after  the  time.  Suetonius  is  a  mere 
collector  of  anecdotes ;  Dion  loves  to  find  fault  with  every- 
body ;  Tacitus  writes  the  history  of  the  Empire  by  the  light 
of  republican  and  senatorial  traditions.  Undoubtedly,  in 
reading  narratives  of  this  sort,  we  must  allow  for  a  certain 
amount  of  hostile  colouring.  But,  after  making  every 
allowance  on  this  score  that  can  fairly  be  made,  the  undoubted 
facts,  which  Mr.  Merivale  does  not  dispute  for  a  moment,  are 
enough  to  stamp  the  Claudian  Ca?sars,  as  a  whole,  as  a 
succession  of  some  of  the  vilest  of  mankind.  This  or  that 
particular  story  may  be  false ;  the  general  picture  which  we 
draw  from  the  whole  mass  of  stories  may  be  exaggerated  ; 
but  even  scandal  generally  pays  some  regard  to  probability  ; 
it  exaggerates  real  faults,  but  it  seldom  invents  qualities 
which  have  no  being  at  all.  Possibly  Nero  may  not  have 
been  quite  so  bad,  nor  Antoninus  Pius  quite  so  good,  as 
popular  belief  makes  them  out ;  but  there  is  quite  evidence 
enough  to  show  that  Nero  was  very  bad  and  Antoninus  very 
good.  After  making  every  possible  allowance,  the  lusts  and 
cruelties  of  the  early  Ctesars  still  far  surpass  the  average  of 
the  lusts  and  cruelties  even  of  the  worst  tyrants.  And  their 
cruelty  is  a  loathsome,  capricious,  purposeless,  cruelty  ;  even 
Nero's  abiding  hatred  to  the  Senate  is  quite  unworthy  of  the 
name  of  principle,  or  even  of  party-feeling.  With  Domitian 
the  case  is  different ;  he  was  a  tyrant  of  a  very  remarkable 


X.]  THE  FLAVIAN  CJESARS.  '    385 

kind ;  and  Mr.  Merivale  has,  as  it  seems  to  us,  given  a  very 
successful  and  probable  portrait  of  him  and  his  government. 
Tyrants  may  perhaps  be  divided  into  three  classes.  There 
are  some  whose  cruelty  is  simply  military  or  judicial  severity 
carried  too  far,  whose  blows  smite  men  who  really  deserve  to 
be  smitten,  only  not  with  so  heavy  a  stroke.  A  tyranny  of 
this  kind  is  not  inconsistent  with  many  personal  virtues,  and 
it  of  itself  implies  a  real  zeal  for  the  public  good.  Again, 
there  are  some  tyrants  whose  cruelty  has  a  definite  object,  who 
strike  in  order  to  destroy  or  to  weaken  some  hostile  party,  who 
are  ready  to  inflict  any  amount  of  suffering  which  suits  their 
own  ends,  but  who  take  no  pleasure  in  oppression,  and  who  are 
capable  of  becoming  mild  and  beneficent  rulers  as  soon  as 
opposition  ends.  Such  were  the  authors  of  both  the  first  and 
the  second  proscription.  Sulla  and  Augustus  alike  shed  blood 
without  mercy  as  long  as  anything  was  to  be  gained  by  shed- 
ding it ;  but  neither  of  them  had  any  appetite  for  slaughter 
and  confiscation  when  the  need  for  them  had  passed  by. 
Lastly,  there  are  tyrants  whose  tyranny  is  utterly  reckless 
and  capricious,  and  in  whom  the  frequent  practice  of  cruelty 
seems  at  last  to  create  a  kind  of  enjoyment  in  cruelty  for  its 
own  sake.  Such  was  the  cruelty  of  Caius  and  Nero.  The 
second  and  third  classes  are  distinguished  from  each  other 
by  the  fact  that  tyrants  of  the  second  class  commonly  get 
better,  while  tyrants  of  the  third  class  commonly  get  worse. 
The  horrors  of  the  second  proscription  were  followed  in  due 
course  by  the  long  paternal  reign  of  Augustus.  On  the  other 
hand,  both  Caius  and  Nero  began  with  a  professed  hatred 
to  cruelty  of  every  kind,  which  we  have  no  right  to  assume 
was  mere  acting.  The  one  form  of  tyranny  is  the  cruelty  of 
statesmen,  reckless  as  to  the  means  by  which  an  end  is  to  be 
compassed  ;  the  other  is  the  cruelty  of  men  in  whom  weak- 
ness and  frivolity  are  united  with  a  childish  delight  in  the 
mere  exercise  of  power.  But  the  tyranny  of  Domitian  was 
something  which  stands  quite  by  itself.  He  may  be  said  to 
have  begun  with  a  tyranny  of  the  first  type,  which  gradually 
changed  into  one  of  the  third.     Without  being  a  man  of  any 

2  c 
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real  power  of  mind,  Domitian  was  neither  a  madman  like 
Caius,  nor  a  mere  pedant  like  Claudius,  nor  a  monster  of  vice 
and  emptiness  like  Nero.  He  began  as  a  reformer,  as  a 
restorer  of  old  Eoman  manners  and  of  the  old  Eoman  faith. 
He  assumed,  unlike  earlier  Emperors,  a  perpetual  censorship, 
and,  as  Censor,  he  made  war  upon  the  vices  and  luxury  of  the 
age.  There  is  no  reason  to  doubt  his  sincerity.  Everything 
seems  to  show  that  he  started  as  a  conscientious  worshipper 
of -the  Gods  of  Rome,  full  of  an  honest  wish  to  bring  back 
Roman  life  to  its  ancient  purity,  and  fully  determined  to 
carry  on  the  duties  of  the  pontificate,  the  censorship,  and 
every  other  magistracy  which  he  held,  with  the  most  ex- 
emplary and  unsparing  righteousness.  The  seeming  incon- 
sistency of  all  this  reforming  zeal,  civil  and  religious,  in  a 
man  of  Domitian's  personally  depraved  life,  is  well  explained 
by  Mr.  Merivale.  Neither  the  Gods  of  Rome  nor  the  laws  of 
Rome  asked  for  moral  purity  in  their  votaries.  They  may 
have  done  so  in  the  early  ages  of  the  Republic,  but  the  idea 
of  personal  morality  had,  in  Domitian's  age,  long  been  divorced 
from  the  ideas  of  religious  and  political  duty.  Particular 
forms  of  vice  were  censured  by  law,  not  as  morally  wrong, 
but  as  hurtful  to  the  welfare  of  the  state,  or  as  degrading  to 
the  dignity  of  a  Roman  citizen.  In  so  doing,  the  Roman 
Law  did  in  truth  keep  within  the  proper  limits  of  human 
legislation.  The  business  of  an  earthly  lawgiver  is  certainly 
not  to  punish  sins  or  vices  as  such,  but  to  hinder,  and  with 
that  end  to  punish,  crimes  against  society.  The  difference 
between  Roman  and  modern  ideas  on  this  subject  consists  in 
the  difference  which  the  Roman  Law  drew  between  Roman 
citizens  and  other  persons.  The  adultery  of  a  Roman  citizen 
and  a  Roman  matron  was  a  crime  against  the  state  and  against 
the  Gods.  It  led  to  the  confusion  of  family  rights  and 
family  worship ;  it  checked  the  succession  of  the  lawful  race 
of  Rome's  citizens  ;  it  was  a  personal  affront  to  the  Gods  to 
whom  the  marriage-bed  was  sacred.  Other  yet  worse  forms 
of  vice  were  equally  forbidden,  as  degrading  to  the  lofty 
character  of  a  citizen  of  Rome.     But  beyond  these  limits, 
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neither  the  State  nor  the  Gods  cared  for  any  man's  private 
vices.  Domitian,  himself  a  man  of  infamous  life,  punished 
as  High  Pontiff  the  frailty  of  the  erring  Vestals,  as  Censor 
he  put  in  force  the  Julian  and  Scantinian  Laws,  without 
any  inconsistency  -in  Jiis  own  eyes  or  those  of  others. 
Excesses  of  which  only  strangers  were  the  instruments  did 
not  violate  the  sanctity  of  either  Pontiff  or  Censor.  He  did 
not  scruple — so  we  are  universally  told — to  live  in  incest 
with  his  own  niece ;  but  he  had  shrunk  in  horror  from  the 
proposal  of  marrying  her.  No  doubt  the  one  crime  was  a 
less  glaring  breach  of  formal  enactments  than  the  other.* 
In  everything  Domitian  proclaimed  himself  as  a  strict  and 
righteous  minister  of  tlie  ancient  laws.  But,  when  a  man 
with  no  real  moral  principle,  with  no  real  force  of  character, 
sets  himself  up  as  the  severe  reformer  of  a  corrupt  age, 
he  is  almost  sure  to  bring  in  worse  evils  than  any  that  he 
takes  away.  The  merciless  exercise  of  a  merely  formal 
justice  will  very  easily  sink  into  capricious  and  indis- 
criminate cruelty.  So  it  proved  with  Domitian.  The  strict 
reformer  and  unbending  judge  gradually  sank  into  a  tyrant* 
never  perhaps  quite  so  contemptible,  but  fully  as  hateful 
and  bloodthirsty,  as  the  vilest  of  those  who  went  before  him. 
He  began  by  chastising  real  crimes,  and  he  probably  never 
ceased  to  do  so  in  his  worst  days.  He  has  at  least  the 
credit  of  swiftly  punishing  any  deeds  of  wrong  done  by  his 
governors  in  the  provinces.  But,  in  his  zeal  to  spare  no 
offender,  he  encouraged  the  vile  brood  of  informers  ;  and 
thus  the  innocent  were  often  condemned,  while  one  class  at 
least  of  the  worst  offenders  was  openly  favoured.  At  last  he 
became  utterly  hardened  in  cruelty  ;  after  the  revolt  of 
Antonius  had  thoroughly  frightened  him,  he  began  to  live  in 
constant  fear  of  rebellions  and  conspiracies,  and  at  last  his 
reign  became,  as  Mr.  Merivale  truly  calls  it,  emphatically  a 
reign  of  terror.  And  it  would  almost  seem  that  the  posses- 
sion, and  the  habitually  harsh  exercise,  of  absolute  power  had 

*  [So  for  several  centuries  of  ecclesiastical  history  the  concubinage  of 
the  Clergy  was  looked  on  as  a  less  evil  than  their  mnrriage.] 
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in  some  measure  turned  his  brain.     Otherwise,  it  is  certainly- 
strange   that   a  political   and   religious   reformer,   such   as 
Domitian  began  by  being,  should  have  plunged  into  excesses 
of  insolent  and  impious  tyranny  almost  beyond  any  of  the 
oppressors  who  went  before  him.     Since  the  frantic  Gains,  no 
one  had  so  openly  indulged  in  the  fancy  for  deification. 
Eome's  human  inhabitants  and  her  divine  protectors  were 
alike  insulted,  when  the  modest  style  of  the  first  Caesars  was 
exchanged  for  the  frightful  formula  of  "  our  Lord  and  God."  * 
Mr.  Merivale  remarks  that  this  assumption  of  divinity  may 
possibly  have  been  connected  with  the  fact  that  he  stood  in 
a  closer  relation  to  deified  predecessors  than  any  earlier  Gsesar. 
His  own  father,  his  own  brother,  were  enrolled  among  the 
Gods ;  he  may  have  learned  to  think  that  the  godhead  of 
the  Flavian  house  was  not  confined  to  its  deceased  members, 
but  had  become  incarnate  in  the  person  of  its  only  living- 
representative.      Other   freaks   of    moody,   and    generally 
gloomy,  caprice  marked  the  latter  years  of  his  reign,  which 
seem  to  show  that  his  intellect  was  at  least  weakened,  if  it 
had  not  wholly  given  way.      Altogether,  the  sanctimonious 
pretences  with  which  he  began  only  served  to  make  his 
tyranny  more  frightful  in  itself,  and  more  hateful  from  its 
inconsistency.     Few,  if  any,  of  the  long  line  of  Roman  tyrants 
went  out  of  the  world    as  the  object  of   a  more  universal 
hatred  ;  the  memory  of  none  has  been  the  subject  of  more 
universal  and  unalleviated  condemnation. 

We  have  closely  followed  Mr.  Merivale  in  his  masterly  por- 
trait of  the  last  Flavian  Emperor,  the  only  Flavian  tyrant. 
It  is  a  portrait  which  we  think  may  fairly  be  drawn  from 
our  scanty  notices.  In  this  case  Mr.  Merivale  neither 
throws  doubt  on  his  authorities,  nor  does  he  say  anything 

*  '  Dominus  et  Deus  noster,'  Suet.  Dom.  13.  Dominus  in  this  formula 
must  not  be  confounded  with  the  Christian  use  of  the  word.  The  impiety- 
lies  wholly  in  the  Deus.  But  dominus  was  equally  revolting  on  another 
ground.  As  implying  a  master  of  slaves,  it  was  a  title  which  no 
magistrate  under  the  Republic,  and  seemingly  till  now  none  under  the 
Empire,  had  ever  ventured  to  claim. 

[See  Growth  of  the  English  Constitution,  p.  1G9.] 
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which  can  be  fairly  called  an  apology  for  crime.  The 
utmost  that  he  does  is  to  hint  that  the  evidence  against 
Domitian  is  '  suspiciously  harmonious,'  and  to  give  an 
'  admonitory  caution'  about  the  '  frightful  temptations  of  his 
position.'  But,  when  we  find  him  the  only  thoroughly 
bad  prince  in  a  series  of  eight,  we  really  cannot  see  so  much, 
excuse  for  him  on  the  ground  of  temptations  which  the 
others  contrived,  more  or  less  successfully,  to  overcome. 
We  do  not  quarrel  with  Mr.  Merivale's  *  admonitory  caution,' 
as  we  do  not  find  that  it  at  all  leads  him  to  try  to  evade 
the  overwhelming  testimony  of  the  facts.  His  account  of 
Domitian  explains,  without  at  all  excusing,  a  kind  of  wicked- 
ness which  took  a  very  peculiar  form.  In  fact  Domitian 
properly  takes  his  place  in  the  series  from  Vespasian  to 
Marcus.  He  was  indeed  bad,  while  the  others  may,  on  the 
whole,  be  called  good ;  still  he  was  a  prince  whose  govern- 
ment aimed  at  the  same  general  objects  as  theirs ;  his 
crimes  were  the  excess  and  corruption  of  their  virtues,  not 
something  utterly  different  and  contradictory.  He  fairly 
takes  his  place  in  the  series  of  reactionary  or  reforming 
Emperors ;  he  became  in  truth  as  bad  as  Nero  himself,  yet 
his  reign  may  bQ  truly  reckoned  as  part  of  the  period  of 
revulsion  which  the  excesses  of  Nero  called  forth. 

We  have  spoken  throughout  of  the  Flavian  and  Antonine 
CsBsars  in  that  language  of  respect  which,  on  the  whole,  they 
deserve.  The  men  themselves  deserve  far  more  praise  than 
blame.  Doubtless  all  had  their  faults ;  those  certainly  had 
of  whose  actions  we  possess  any  detailed  account.  Few  of 
them  wholly  escaped  from  the  degrading  vices  of  the  age. 
Fev\^  remained  wholly  uncorrupted  by  the  temptations  of 
unrestrained  power.  But,  on  the  whole,  all,  save  Domitian, 
played  their  part  well.  Their  faults,  whether  as  men  or  as 
rulers,  are  altogether  outshone  by  their  merits.  It  would 
be  easy  to  charge  Vespasian  with  inflicting  on  his  country 
the  miseries  of  a  civil  war.  But,  in  a  moment  of  anarchy, 
when  there  was  no  legitimate  or  universally  acknowledged 
Emperor,  we  cannot  fairly  blame  the  man  best  worthy  to 
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rule  for  obeying  the  call  of  his  troops  to  put  in  his  claims 
among  others.  For  the  sjjecial  horrors  of  the  war,  for  the 
fearful  sack  of  Cremona,  for  the  arbitrary  and  cruel  acts  of 
Mucianus  and  Antonius  Primus,  Vespasian  can  hardly  be 
made  personally  responsible.  So,  when  we  come  to  Trajan, 
though  the  giving  up  of  so  many  of  his  conquests  by  his 
successor  is  the  best  comment  on  their  real  value,  we  can 
hardly  blame  a  Roman  soldier  and  reformer  for  treading  in 
the  steps  of  all  the  most  famous  worthies  of  the  Common- 
wealth. And,  transient  as  were  his  Eastern  victories,  one 
of  Trajan's  conquests  had  results  which  have  lasted  to  this 
day,  and  which  take  their  turn  among  the  other  questions 
which  occupy  the  busy  pens  of  ambassadors  and  foreign 
ministers.  The  Rouman  provinces,  attached  to  the  Old 
Rome  by  their  language,  as  they  are  to  the  New  Rome  by 
their  creed,  bear  witness  to  the  strong  hand  with  which 
Trajan  founded  his  new  dominion  north  of  the  Danube.* 
The  government  of  Hadrian  was  not  free  from  faults ;  but 
the  first  prince  who  really  cared  for  the  provinces  is  entitled 
to  lasting  honour.  Altogether,  the  Emperors  of  this  period 
formed  a  succession  of  wise  and  good  rulers,  to  which  it 
would  not  be  easy  to  find  a  parallel.  We  may  well  look 
with  admiration  on  so  long  a  period  of  comparative  good 
government,  when  we  think  of  what  went  before,  and  of 
what  followed.  But,  while  we  do  every  justice  to  men  who 
did  all  that  could  be  done  in  their  position,  we  must  not  be 
blinded  to  the  utterly  unrighteous  nature  of  that  position 
itself.  We  must  not  forget,  in  the  splendours  of  the  Em- 
pire, in  the  virtues  of  many  of  its  rulers,  the  inherent  wicked- 
ness of  the  Empire  itself.  On  this  head  it  is  well,  after  the 
extravagant  advocacy  of  Mr.  Congreve,  even  after  the  more 
measured  apology  of  Mr.  Merivale,  to  turn  to  the  voice  of 
truth  and  righteousness  speaking  through  the  mouth  of 
Mr.  Goldwin  Smith.  His  vigorous  setting  forth  of  the  essen- 
tial unrighteousness  of  the  Roman  Empire  is  one  of  those 

*  [For  a  tviKT  view  of  Eouman  history  see  Third  treries  of  Esya3s, 
p.  217.      1879.] 
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utterances  where  simple  truth  of  itself  becomes  the  highest 
eloquence.  The  lloman  Empire  did  its  work  in  the  scheme 
of  Providence;  it  paved  the  way  for  the  roligicm  and  civi- 
lization of  modern  Europe  :  but  tliis  is  simply  one  of  the 
countless  cases  in  which  good  has  been  brought  out  of  evil. 
The  Empire  may  have  been  a  necessary  evil ;  it  may  have 
been  the  lesser  evil  in  a  choice  of  evils  ;  but  it  Avas  in 
itself  a  thing  of  evil  all  the  same.  It  showed,  with  ten- 
fold aggravation,  all  that  we  look  upon  with  loathing  in  the 
modern  despotisms  of  Austria*  and  Russia.  The  worst  of 
modern  despots  is  placed  under  some  restraint  by  the 
general  public  opinion  of  the  world,  by  the  religion  which 
he  professes,  by  the  civilization  in  which  all  Europe  shares, 
by  the  existence  of  powerful  free  states  side  by  side  with 
despotisms,  by  the  very  jealousies  and  rivalries  of  the 
despotic  powers  themselves.  But  the  Roman  Empire  stood 
alone  in  the  world ;  there  was  no  influence  or  opinion  be- 
yond it.  Its  subjects,  even  in  the  worst  times,  would  hardly 
have  gained  either  by  flying  to  the  wilds  of  independent 
Germany  or  by  exchanging  the  civilized  despotism  of  Rome 
for  the  barbarian  despotism  of  Parthia.  But  whatever  were 
its  causes,  whatever  were  its  results,  however  necessary  it 
was  in  its  own.  time,  it  was  in  itself  a  wicked  thiag,  Avhich, 
for  so  many  ages,  crushed  all  national,  and  nearly  all 
intellectual,  life  in  the  fairest  regions  of  three  continents. 
There  is  life  as  long  as  old  Greece  keeps  the  least  relic  of 
her  freedom ;  there  is  life  again  as  soon  as  we  reach  the 
first  germ  of  Christian  and  Teutonic  Europe ;  nay,  life 
shows  itself  again  in  the  Empire  itself,  when  its  place  and 
its  object  are  changed,  when  it  has  taken  up  the  champion- 
ship of  Christianity  against  fire-worship  and  Islam,  and 
when  it  has  in  the  end  become  coextensive  with  that  arti- 
ficial nation — Greek  in  one  aspect  and  Roman  in  another — 
which  for  so  many  ages  boasted  of  the  Roman  name.  But, 
from  Mummius  to  Augustus,  the  Roman  city  stands  as  the 

*  [Austria    as    it    then    was;     not    the    'Oesterrcicliisch-ungariychc 
Monarchic'  that  is  now.] 
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living   mistress   of  a  dead  world ;  and,  from   Augustus   to 
Theodoric,  the  mistress  becomes  as  lifeless  as  her  subjects. 
For  the  truest  life  of  man,  for  the  political  life  of  Perikles 
and  Aratos,  of  Licinius  and  the  Gracchi,  the  world  had  now 
no  scope  ;  the  Empire  allowed  but  one  field  for  the  exercise 
of  man's  higher  faculties,  when   the   righteous   soul  of  a 
Tacitus  or  a  Juvenal  was  stirred  up  to  brand  the  evil  deeds 
of  the  Empire  itself.     The  bane  did,  in  some  slight  degree, 
prove  its  own  antidote,  when  such  stern  preachers  of  truth 
were  called  forth  to  take  the  place  of  the  courtly  elegance  of 
the  hired  poets  of  Augustus.     Of  the  great  legacy  of  Rome 
to  later  times,  the  legacy  of  the  Eoman  Law,  the  best  parts 
were  simply  inherited  by  the  Empire  from  the  days  of  the 
Republic.     The  Republic  may  indeed   have  ceased   to   be 
possible ;  but  we  may  remember  that,  under  the  Republic, 
the  virtues  of  Titus  and  Trajan  would  have  found  a  field  for 
their  exercise,  while  there  was  no  field  for  the  crimes  of 
Caius  or  Nero  or  Domitian.     The  Verres  of  a  single  pro- 
vince sank  before  the  majesty  of  the  Law  and  the  righteous 
eloquence  of  his  accuser :  against  the  Verres  of  the  world 
there  was  no  defence  except  in  the  dagger  of  the  assassin. 
A  chain  is  of  the  strength  of  its  weakest  link,  and  a  system 
of  this  kind  may  fairly  be  judged  by  the  worst  princes  that 
it  produces.     A  system  under  which  a  Nero  and  a  Commodus 
are  possible  and  not  uncommon  is  truly  a  system  of  Neros 
and   Commodi,  though  they  may  be  relieved  by  a  whole 
series  of  Trajans  and  Antonines.     For  the  Trajans  and  the 
Antonines  have  their  parallels  elsewhere ;  their  virtues  were 
not  the  result  of  the  Imperial  system  ;  they  simply  existed 
in  spite  of  it.     But  the  crimes  of  Nero  and  Commodus  are 
without   parallels  elsewhere ;   they  are  the  direct  and  dis- 
tinctive product  of  the  system  itself,  when  left  to  its  own 
developement.     In  a  free  state  Caius  would  have  found  his 
way  to  Bedlam,  and  Nero  to  Tyburn  ;  Domitian,  under  the 
checks  of  the  republican  system,  might  perhaps  have  made 
as  useful  a  Censor  as  Cato.     We  cannot  end  a  view  of  even 
the  best  period  of  the  Roman  monarchy   without  echoing 
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the  fervent  wish  of  the  Oxford  Professor  that  the  world  may 
never  see  its  like  again. 

We  have  one  more  remark  to  make  on  Mr.  Merivale's  way 
of  looking  at  the  establishment  of  the  Empire.  He  is  fond  of 
speaking  of  both  the  elder  and  the  younger  Caesar  as  the 
chiefs  of  a  popular  party,  who  set  up  their  dominion  on  the 
ruins  of  an  oligarchy.  This  is  of  course  true  in  a  sense  ; 
the  mob  of  Rome  was  favourable  to  Csesar,  and  his  party 
historically  represented  the  party  of  his  uncle  Marius.  But 
we  need  not  take  long  to  show  what  is  the  real  nature  of  a 
pseudo-democratic  despotism.  It  is  a  device  which  neither 
Caesar  had  all  to  himself.  There  were  Dionysii  before  their 
time,  and  there  have  been  Buonapartes  since.  It  is  un- 
doubtedly true  that,  in  one  sense,  the  party  of  Caesar  was  a 
popular  party,  and  that  the  party  of  the  Republic  was  an 
aristocratic  party ;  but  they  were  not  popular  and  aristocratic 
parties  in  any  sense  which  would  make  us  sympathize  with 
the  popular  party  against  the  aristocratic  party.  As  long  as 
there  was  a  real  Roman  People,  capable  and  worthy  of 
political  rights,  we  go  along  with  all  its  struggles  against 
the  domination  of  any  exclusive  caste.  But  sympathy  with 
a  people  against  an  oligarchy  does  not  carry  us  on  to 
sympathize  with  a  mob  against  a  Senate.  Great  as  were  the 
faults  of  the  Roman  Senate  in  the  last  stage  of  its  freedom, 
it  was  at  least  the  only  body  left  where  free  discussion  was 
possible  ;  it  was  the  only  assembly  where  two  opinions  could 
be  expressed,  where  the  arguments  for  both  of  them  were 
fairly  hearkened  to,  and  a  free  vote  taken  between  them. 
As  such  it  was  the  salt  of  the  earth,  the  last  abiding-place  of 
freedom.  And  we  must  not  carry  on  into  those  days  ideas 
which  belong  only  to  the  older  struggle  between  the  orders. 
Many  of  the  most  illustrious  nobles  were  technically 
plebeians;  every  Licinius  and  Caecilius  and  Lutatius,  the 
Great  Pompeius,  the  Triumvir  Antonius  and  the  tyrannicide 
Brutus,  Cato  and  Milo  and  Hortensius  and  the  second  Caesar 
himself, — all  belonged  to  the  order  which  the  old  Appii  had 
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striven  to  shut  out  from  the  fasces  and  the  senate-house. 
And  the  doors  of  the  senate-house  were  not  open  only  to 
those  who  were  indeed  formally  plebeians,  but  who  were 
practically  as  much  members  of  a  noble  class  as  any 
Cornelius  or  ^Emilius  in  Rome.  A  new  man  at  Rome,  as 
everywhere  else,  lay  under  disadvantages ;  but  his  dis- 
advantages might  be  overcome,  and  it  rested  wholly  with 
the  People  iteslf  whether  they  should  be  overcome  or  not. 
That  government  cannot  be  called  a  mere  oligarchy  in  which 
the  Tribes  still  chose  Praetors,  Consuls,  Censors,  and  High 
Pontiffs ;  where  the  highest  places  in  the  commonwealth  were 
not  refused  to  Caius  Marius  and  Marcus  Tullius  Cicero. 
Any  deliberative  body  where  two  sides  can  be  fairly  heard, 
whether  it  take  the  form  of  a  democratic  Assembly  or  of  an 
aristocratic  Senate,  is  essentially  a  safeguard  of  freedom,  a 
check  on  the  will  either  of  a  mob  or  of  a  despot.  Even  in 
the  days  of  the  Empire,  the  Senate,  the  last  shadow  of  the 
free  state,  still  kept  life  enough  for  the  good  Emperors  to 
respect  it  and  for  the  bad  Emperors  to  hate  it.  It  is  then 
with  the  Senate  that  the  sympathies  of  the  real  lover  of 
freedom  lie  in  the  last  age  of  the  Republic,  rather  than  with 
the  frantic  mob  which  disgraced  the  once  glorious  name  of 
the  Roman  Commons.  No  assembly  that  ever  was  devised 
was  less  fitted  to  undertake  the  championship  of  freedom 
than  the  old  Parliament  of  Paris  ;  but,  when  the  Parliament 
of  Paris  was  the  one  representative  of  right  against  might 
left  in  all  France,  when  the  feeble  opposition  of  the 
magistracy  was  the  sole  check  upon  a  despot's  arbitrary  will, 
our  sympathies  lie  wholly  with  the  Parliament  in  all  its 
struggles  with  the  royal  power.  It  is  something  when  even 
a  Sultan  has  to  ask  a  Sheik-ul-Islam  whether  his  wishes  are 
in  agreement  with  the  Law  of  the  Prophet.  He  may  indeed, 
like  our  James  the  Second,  depose  a  too  unbending  expounder 
of  the  Law,  and  may  supply  his  place  with  one  who  will  know 
no  law  but  the  prince's  will ;  but  the  mere  formality  is  some- 
thing ;  the  mere  delay  is  something;  it  is  something  when  a 
despot  has  to  ask  a  question  to  which  the  answer  may  perhaps 
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run  counter  to  his  wish.  And  so,  as  the  last  check  on  the 
despotism  at  once  of  the  mob  of  the  Forum  and  of  the  Caisar 
on  the  Palatine,  we  still  hold  that  the  Senate  where  Cicero 
denounced  Catilina  and  Antonius,  where  the  last  dying 
notes  of  freedom  were  heard  from  the  lips  of  Tlirasea  and 
Helvidius,  was  an  assembly  which  well  deserves  the  grateful 
remembrance  of  mankind. 

On  many  points  then,  and  those  points  the  most  important 
of  all,  we  look  on  the  history  of  the  Caesars  with  widely 
different  eyes  from  those  of  their  last  historian.  But,  on 
the  very  ground  which  makes  us  differ  from  him,  we  can 
never  regret  a  difference  from  an  advocate  at  once  so  candid 
and  so  competent.  Mr.  Merivale  is  a  real  scholar,  in  an  age 
when  real  scholars  are  not  so  common  that  we  can  afford  to 
lose  or  to  undervalue  a  single  one  of  the  order.  In  all  the 
highest  qualities  of  a  historian,  there  are  few  living  men  who 
surpass  him.  We  look  with  sadness  on  his  seventh  volume, 
when  we  hear  that  his  seventh  volume  is  to  be  his  last.  If 
our  words  can  have  any  influence  with  him, — and  he  may 
receive  them  as  the  words,  not  of  flatterers,  but  in  some 
degree  of  antagonists, — he  will  even  now  change  a  piu'pose 
which  all  scholars  must  have  heard  with  sorrow,  and  will 
carry  on  his  great  work  down  at  least  to  the  limit  which  he 
first  set  before  him  as  its  close. 


THE   END. 
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